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ABSTRACT
A survey was made of literature concerning linguistic
influences on cognition, in order to determine whether
semantic differences occur when two dialects interact in
an educational setting. Specifically, the study concerns
the confrontation between black American dialects and the
dominant Standard English dialect of formal education in
America. Chapter I, Overview: Language and Education,
establishes the cultural context of the inquiry, and
introduces the elements of language which may influence
cognition, syntax, lexicon, and social context and style.
The ethnic pluralism of American society, which fosters
dialect variation, is set against the current trend
towards cultural assimilation, which implies linguistic
conformance. The minority dialect is shown to be an
internally consistent linguistic system, contrary to the
"deficit" theory concerning non-standard black dialect.
The question is raised as to whether and to what extent
dialect variation signals semantic disparity, and what
significance this may have for society and for education.
Chapter II, Syntax, deals with the influence of grammatical
rules of a language on cognition. Because it governs the
ordering of relationships betv/een words, syntax organizes
a person's information according to the language he
acquires. Insofar as syntax varies from language to
Vlanguage, it implies cognitive variation. The significance
of structural difference to perception and performance is
not known, but such difference would be important for
education. Chapter III, Lexicon, is concerned with semantic
variations among languages based on lexical items and
lexical systems. Recent research shows that semantic
disparity does exist among ethnic groupsat the lexemic
level, a finding that has far-reaching implications.
Availability of lexical labels is seen as an important aid
to memory, perception and learning, and thus to education.
Chapter IV, Social Context and Style, discusses differing
ethnic-related social contexts, which give rise to con-
trasting linguistic styles. In the context of the school,
minority stylistic devices are often deemed inappropriate
and unacceptable, and are thus detrimental to learning in
this society. It is suggested that semantic analyses be
conducted in relevant social contexts. Chapter V,
Implications of Bidialectism for American Education,
involves a consideration of the relationship of bidialectism
to bilingualism, and the implications of dialect variation
for education. The preceding linguistic elements are
brought into the larger context of languages in contact.
While different languages might be quite dissimilar,
thereby creating initial learning difficulties, two dialects
of the same language v/ill involve both differences and
VI
similarities. The overlapping features will cause semantic
interference on all linguistic levels, but will be difficult
to detect and compensate for by either dialect speaker.
Educational problems will be caused by the difficulty in
perceiving lexical, syntactic and stylistic disjunctions
existing between dialect communities. It is apparent that
language influences cognition, and therefore, that
different linguistic systems may indicate cognitive and
semantic disparity between dialect speakers. A great deal
of research is necessary to confirm tentative hypotheses
along these lines, and to provide a better understanding of
the nature of dialect variation. The importance of these
findings to educational theory and practice in America
is strongly emphasized.
vii
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CHAPTER I
OVERVIEW: LANGUAGE AND EDUCATION
The present inquiry attempts to gain an understanding
of the semantic differences which may exist when two
dialects interact in an educational setting. Further, we
are concerned with the question as to whether and to what
degree one's linguistic framework influences his cognitive
processes. Of particular interest is the confrontation
of black American dialect with Standard English (SE) in
American schools.
The study is based on the fact that minority
students in this country encounter academic failure far
out of proportion to their numbers. This failure seems
to result from a variety of factors, such as negative
teacher attitudes, racial imbalance in the schools, poor
quality of instruction, and the low economic status of
many minority students. While each of these factors
receives considerable attention in education and sociology
journals, a comprehensive survey of semantic differences
between non-standard dialects and Standard English is not
presently available. This lack is particularly troublesome
since it is increasingly apparent that one of the major
obstacles facing minority students is the language of
instruction, and that even if the other problems were
attended to, this linguistic confrontation would still
2require systematic treatment and analysis. This disserta-
tion makes no pretense at fulfilling this need. Rather,
it represents an attempt to describe the most crucial
elements of the problem and their implications for formal
education, and to indicate directions for further research.
In this chapter we shall first set the problem in
its ethnic and educational perspective, and then introduce
those elements of language most vital to any lasting
solution to the problem.
Present understanding of formal education in
America involves acceptance of the view that the population
is ethnically heterogeneous, or pluralistic, an idea which
stands as an historical antithesis to the "melting pot"
theory. However, while it is certainly true that the
American people are not moving steadily toward ethnic
homogenization, the reverse notion — that ethnic diversity
is necessarily permanent and that each cultural unit is an
inviolable, impenetrable entity — is equally untrue, for
it involves the unacceptable premise that each such unit
remains intact, preserved in every important feature. It
would be laboring the obvious to detail the dissimilarities
between Italo-Americans and Italians, Swedish-Americans
and Swedes, Afro-Americans and Africans. What we have is a
melange of peoples who retain, consciously or not, certain
elements of culture from two (or more) cultural situations,
but who have been united by shared experience and the
3exigencies of survival in a common new country. Spokesmen
from each ethnic group may pretend to speak for a coherent,
discrete culture, but the process of assimilation has
taken its toll on the discrete cultural units.
One of the most interesting and important out-
growths of the quasi-homogenization process is the develop-
ment of ethnic enclaves in which linguistic dialects reflect
both the outer—American and the inner—group experiences.
Black, or Afro-American, dialects serve to illustrate the
both social and academic, which has become
identified with minority groups in this country.
The black ethnic group (diverse enough to be called
groups, nonetheless usually united under a common label,
e.g., "black," "Afro-American") represents a kind of gross
example of educational cross-purposes and uncertain ob-
jectives. The "black community," if there is such a
coherent group, is divided as is the "white community" on
the question of what the "black dialect" is and how it is
to be valued. Educators and sociolinguists are agreed that
the dialect is a stigma. Students who do not master the
Standard English form of their teachers and textbooks are
exposed to various techniques calculated to discourage the
use of the dialect. Less sophisticated methods include
attempts to label the dialect as "street language," "broken
English," "bad grammar," and so forth. More subtle approaches
involve attempts to convince the student that SE is capable
4of greater abstraction than is the dialect, which is
observed to be more concrete and rooted in specificity.
There are undeniable correlations between language
usage and socio-economic status, academic achievement and
occupational success. Many sociologists, educators,
psychologists and linguists seem content to describe the
correlation per se. They substantiate what is already
common knowledge; that there is a vicious circle of poverty
in which failure to master standard academic forms is one
key link. Academic achievement usually involves mastery of
SE, which has both status value and functional value. Not
only is it seen as the most correct form, but it is the
dialect in which proficiency is required for academic
advancement and for many occupational alternatives.
From this situation, two conflicting conclusions
are commonly drawn;
1. In order to break the poverty cycle, mastery of
SE should be considered mandatory. Schools which fail to
instill proficiency in SE are remiss in their obligation to
tlie students.
2, There is nothing inherently superior in any
dialect. The SE dialect is superior only in the social
status that obtains in its usage. Students should be taught
their own dialect as the primary tongue in order to develop
a sense of pride in their ethnic uniqueness. SE is
superfluous to those raised in black neighborhoods, except
5insofar as it leads to economic advancement. Only to the
degree that economics is a consideration should attention
be paid to SE,
VJhile there is nothing inherently contradictory in
these conclusions, the matter of stress is important in
articulating educational policy. in the first instance, it
does not follow that because SE would be emphasized in the
schools, the neighborhood dialect would therefore be
consciously expunged from the speech of the student. Yet
there is little question that those arguing this position
insist that SE be the language of instruction, and that all
students be proficient in its use. Those arguing for the
other conclusion insist on the basic integrity of the black
and tend to associate it with the "black experience,"
which is seen as unique and as having important implications
for formal schooling.
There is obvious merit to both positions, not the
least of which is the common intent of solving an enduring
social inequity. Yet before educational policy takes one
tack or the other, another line of questioning needs to be
introduced, as indicated above by the contention that SE
is capable of greater abstraction than is black dialect, and
by the counter argument that no dialect is inherently
superior to any other.
This issue is entangled in problematic relating
issues, but can be most clearly articulated in the form of
6two questions. First, are there certain semantic or
referential properties in one dialect that do not exist to
the same degree in others, and, if so, are these properties
significant for the success of the student? Second, does
one's native tongue in any way govern the cognitive
operations of the speaker such that linguistic differences
will result in differing perceptions, logical operations and/
or abilities in abstract thinking?
There are two axioms of modern anthropological
linguistics which tend to undergird the argument. The first
is that language reflects culture. The particular life
styles, and economic, social, political and religious
propensities of an ethnic group, will be mirrored in the
language of that group. As it stands, this statement would
ssrve to substantiate the argument that dialect difference
implies cognitive difference. Since language responds to
culture and since cultures differ, the properties of each
language (or dialect) will show unique propensities. For
example, the Eskimo has several words for snow, while we
have but one. To the Eskimo, distinguishing between types
of snow is a matter of some importance; it is related to
the survival and economics of Eskimo life. To us the
distinctions are relatively unimportant. The distinctions
which the Eskimo readily makes are important behaviorally
and must therefore function cognitively. Recognition of
distinctions in types of snow is the intervening cognitive
7process between the physical reality and the eventual
behavior with respect to it.
The second axiom states that all languages (and by
extension, all true dialects) are inherently equal. This
argument includes the concept of translatability
; that is,
whatever image, concept or experience is capable of
articulation in one natural human language, is capable
of articulation in any other. A qualifying (and potentially
significant) statement is usually added to this: what is
said in a word, phrase or relatively short utterance in
one language may take many sentences or paragraphs in another,
but translation is always possible.
The extent to which one's language asserts itself
over cognitive operations is a central concern. Does the
of several words for snow in one language and not
in another mean that the Eskimo's linguistic repertoire is
semantically "superior" in this particular range of
experience, i.e,, that the Eskimo can more readily identify
distinctions because of his language? Or is his language
merely reflecting a distinction which is already cognitively
present? Most will grant that the Eskimo can more readily
distinguish between the types of snow but some will argue
that the distinction is a cultural imperative evoked by
conditions of Eskimo life. Hence the language merely reflects
the culture. Others argue that while the exigencies of
Eskimo life condition appropriate thought patterns, the
8power of language over perception must be considered
separately; that language is capable of reinforcing
perceptions independent of other cultural realities.
In 1943, Margaret Mead established a fundamentally
sound definition of contemporary formal education. She
notes that education in ''primitive'' societies is more
voluntary than is our formal type. In such societies play
is rather closely bound up with the roles that will be
important for later life. Boys may imitate the hunting
practices of men and will gradually attain the skills
appropriate to the demands of the society. The child
learns essentially what he wants to learn, aided occasionally
by the instruction of older youths and adults. There is no
sharp, arbitrary break from the imitative play of the child
and the serious tasks, roles and skills he will have to master
as an adult. There is little need under such circumstances
for protracted classes instructing youngsters on correct
behavior. Mead describes "primitive" education as gradual,
fluid, natural progression.
She contrasts this with the formal learning of our
society. Here, instead of the child gradually acquiring
self-directed and preordained roles and skills, instructors
(adults) relate to the child that which he (the adult) thinks
the child ought to know. In "modern" (formal) education the
child does not initiate the inquiry; he is often required to
master skills and knowledge which he has no implicit
9desire to master. He is instructed not only in terms of
specific concepts and information but, more importantly, by
implication those categories of knov/ledge his society deems
appropriate for him.
While there is much evidence to support the belief
that formal education is undergoing some changes in America,
Mead's outline of it is essentially accurate. Such
education is largely predetermined for the child. It can
be argued that formal education in America is no more
mandatory than is primitive education. It can also be
argued that primitive education is, if any thing, more
formalized than is our type. The survival of the primitive
society may depend upon the conformity of all children to
a certain incremental educational progression. In America
one can often choose among a variety of academic and
occupational offerings. One might even drop out, or
absent himself from the academic environment entirely. In
doing so he is committing an act generally considered
unfortunate, even tragic. But unless it is done on a mass
scale it is rarely considered tragic for the society so much
as for the student. The society is not immediately
threatened with extinction by non-conformity.
The merit of Mead's characterization is seen in the
linguistic differences that occur in American education.
Although she does not discuss the linguistic component of
education, it is important to observe the following
10
characteristics of what she calls "modern education."
1. Language and language usage in modern formal
education is specifically dealt with in the classroom. it
represents perhaps the most carefully cultivated and most
deliberate part of education.
2. Rather than using language as a device for
imparting specific, manually-related, medicinal or
religious skills, modern education uses it in such a way
as to develop conceptual skills which are not necessarily
directly related to the society outside the school.
3. Most disciplines require specialized verbal
the sciences and humanities, and in vocational
courses to a large extent, both the specialized repertoire
of terms and a verbal descriptive pattern are consciously
taught. Some teachers presently even argue that the verbal
response is given greater importance than real knowledge.
4. A specific style of language usage is persistently
taught in the formal educational context. Two obvious
features of style are taught which may or may not be
reinforced in the students' extracurricular experiences.
First is the use of formal English. By this we mean that
style which emphasizes skill in observing social status
(use of Mr., Dr., Sir, Madam, etc.) and in using language
which is highly structured and institutionally reinforced.
Second, there is the general insistence on Standard English
usage with an emphasis on grammatical sentences.
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It is important to note that language which is
considered appropriate for the classroom effectively rules
out genres of expression which some dialect variants of SE
find important. Certain forms of inflection, certain
paralinguistic devises, and many rhetorical techniques
which may be featured in a particular dialect (non-SE)
speech, are not considered permissable in the formal
educational context. It is somewhat unfortunate that this
is so, for we are thus unable to use this context as a
point to observe cognitive development of dialect-speaking
youngsters except in a negative way. We do not know, for
example, whether the varying dialects of English are
equally amenable to teaching the concepts in the various
disciplines. We know that children speaking dialect
variants of SE do not generally use those concepts with the
skill that native SE speakers do. Whether and to what degree
this is due to the presence of certain semantic properties
of particular dialects is beyond our understanding at the
present time.
The relation of language to thought processes has been
a matter of speculation for some time. The subject was
reopened in the 1940 's when B.L. Whorf and Edward Sapir
drew a set of conclusions about the effects of linguistic
structure upon perception. Labelled the V7horf-Sapir
hypothesis, it is actually a diverse and, at certain points,
inconsistent group of conclusions. Generally, however, they
12
indicate that much of our perceptual experience is
fundamentally structured by our particular linguistic
framework. Different languages with different structural
features will produce different modes of perception. The
truth of this claim is still a matter of debate. However,
in this paper we will enter into the discussion for the
purpose of indicating areas of probable semantic difference
between linguistic systems, focusing on elements of
syntax, lexicon, and context and style. We are interested
in evidence of linguistically influenced cognition, and in
the semantic distance across linguistic communities.
The specific aspects of language which will be
discussed in the paper, syntax, lexicon, and context and
style, may be given further illustration by the following
description of linguistic factors pertinent to the
quality of formal instruction in the U.S. Virgin Islands,
based on the writer's experiences as a high school social
studies teacher there. The setting is appropriate since
in the Virgin Islands there is an ethnic enclave distinct
from that generally considered Standard American. The
majority of teachers were Standard English speakers, as
were their methods of presentation and textbooks. The
students were, for the most part, native speakers of
English-based Caribbean Creole.
1. Syntax. Syntactic features in the Virgin Islands
which differ from SE included nominative-objective case
13
interchangeability (some would say that the case distinctions
are obliterated.) Hence, "Me give she the book" would be
the Creole equivalent of the SE "l give her the book." m
addition, there is frequent omission of tense markers. Thus,
"Me she the book" may mean "I give her the book"
(regularly, often, occasionally, etc.), "i gave her the
book," or "I will give her the book." The tense was thus
frequently marked by elements not included in the grammar;
the larger verbal and/or social contexts provide clues to
the tense intended. From the standpoint of a linguistic
relativity viewpoint, the blurred distinctions between
nominative and objective cases would be noteworthy, as
they might indicate a cognitive shift that would de-
emphasize the distinctions stringently observed according
to SE grammatical rules.
The relative lack of tense markers in the Creole
does not necessarily mean that Creole speakers cannot
distinguish between past, present and future as readily as
can SE speakers. As mentioned above, they often indicate
tense via context. Yet it is evident that grammar is
cognitively superior to context in the linguistic operations
required in formal American education, which requires that
rigid boundaries be observed between tenses. Beyond this,
the most interesting question remains as to whether the
grammatical difference constitutes a significant semantic
difference between tenses that are grammatically marked.
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and those that are merely indicated by context. The question
for the psycholinguist here is whether grammar is cognitively
more significant than context.
There are other syntactic features of Creole which
are important, one of which is illustrated by the following:
While attempting to teach a unit on Communism, I found
frequently that the Virgin Islands students would not say
Communist or ”Communistic” when for a speaker of SE it
was appropriate to do so. Instead they seemed to insist on
using the base noun, "Communism," while the few stateside
students in these classes could, by reason of their
grammar, turn the noun into its adjectival form, "Communistic."
Hence they apparently could manipulate the concept with
greater precision and could quickly gain practice in using
it. For example, a student from the mainland could say
that present i\merican foreign policy was or was not
"Communistic," whereupon I could involve them in a discussion
of a logical nature as to whether it was or not. Meanwhile,
the Islanders seemed to be lost in the noun altogether. In
a quiz on the unit I included the item "V.I. Lenin" as an
identification item. The majority of students from the
Islands responded with, "He a Communism."
The question here is whether the rules of grammar
which govern their linguistic framework prevented them from
transforming the noun into the appropriate adjective and in
using it in their conceptual development. There is some
15
doubt as to whether the Islanders simply could not do as
the students from the states, or whether in this case they
were actually using the noun as an adjective. Did
"Communism” in this case really amount to an adjective for
them?
The overriding question here concerns the role of
syntax in learning. Does one's prevailing syntactic
structure in any way govern his perceptions? Does syntax
possess characteristics which serve to filter out certain
perceptual and logical progressions and emphasize others?
Further, is it possible for a native speaker of SE to teach
certain kinds of concepts to speakers of dialects in which
those concepts are unknown? Finally, if this turns out to
be a possibility, how do we determine which syntactic
properties of the two dialects in question offer the most
and least resistances to such an attempt? How do we draw
up a model for teachers that would read similar to the
following:
1. The verb tense obliteration in Creole is
semantically significant. Before introducing historical
data in the classroom the SE tense markers will have to be
mastered by the students. Context is not sufficiently
powerful as a discriminator between past, present, and future,
2, The tendency for the Creole speaker to avoid the
adjective markers observed in SE is semantically unimportant.
In most cases the adjective exists where it does in SE,
16
although it retains the same morphology as the noun.
0
2. Lexicon. The lexical items available to a
student will depend in large measure on what his culture
provides for him. if that culture provides him with an
array of lexical items which directly relates to his
formal academic situation he obviously will be better
equipped than one who possesses no such array. But is one
dialect better fitted lexically than another for formal
conceptual development? In the Virgin Islands there is the
same basic repertoire of words as in most SE communities,
but it is my impression that many of the v;ords which such
SE communities share with Caribbean Creole differ radically
in terms of their frequency of usage, hence of their
availability to the speaker. The linguistically-coded
concepts taught in the classroom will enjoy more success if
they are reinforced outside the classroom. A dialect
variant of the standard language is almost by definition a
situation in which these linguistically-coded concepts are
not substantially reinforced elsewhere in the student's
environment. The lexical items used in the home, or in
peer-group association, may well vary considerably in
intensity of usage.
Another aspect of lexicon relates to the semantic
variation that exists between different dialects using the
same lexemes. My research of the dialect revealed the
following two examples of lexemes used in both SE and
17
Caribbean Creole which are semantically different, relative
to culture. in St. Vincent the item ”just now" (as in
"I am going home just now") means literally some indefinite
time in the future. it is implicity ambiguous as to time,
whereas in SE it is emphatically indicated in the immediate
present. in SE the word "man" has three basic referents and
semantic functions, i.e., the expressive function as in
Hey, man," the indication of adult male as in "John is a
man," and the abstract concept meaning mankind, as in "One
of the greatest inventions of man is the alphabet." There
is reason to believe that the referent for mankind is
missing for many Creole speakers.
Examples of this semantic disparity in cross-
dialect lexemes are legion. Their importance for formal
education is obvious. One reason for the high academic
failure rate among certain ethnic groups may relate to
this lexical confusion. Where lexical items are shared,
for example between a teacher from the states and his
Caribbean students, there is often the illusion that
communication is taking place v/hen in fact often there
either is none or meanings are communicated which were not
intended. It seems reasonable to assume that lexemes which
are on such semantically shifting sands are common in
dialect confrontations in schools in this country.
3. Social context and style. Language is a function
of circumstances. The relation of social context to
18
education in linguistically diverse settings is a problem
that is fertile ground for research, in the Caribbean
area there are two distinct reactions to a formal setting
such as a classroom. In the main, students who have been
exposed to SE tend to use formal prose in class even while
preferring Creole in less structured situations. Their
non-linguistic behavior tended to reflect this formality.
Others using Creole in the classroom tended toward informal,
spontaneous behavior generally, often resulting in
disruption and humor. This latter group is usually
categorized by beleaguered U.S. teachers as misbehaving,
unmannerly and the like. Certainly in terms of their own
culture and expectations of proper classroom conduct,
their characterization is understandable. Yet it seems
likely that the whole enterprise of formal education is
viewed as a less formal experience by those students
dominated by the Creole dialect. To overgeneralize a bit,
the students there apparently do not view school as a
context significantly different from social situations
outside the school. If this assessment is accurate, their
behavior is appropriate given their notion of context.
In dealing with different dialect groups, one gets
the impression that the uses to which language are put vary
in emphasis. The Caribbean is a dialect area in which much
attention seems to be paid to dramatic effect, whether in
the classroom, on the street corner or on the platform.
19
Literal truth seems to be often sacrificed to entertainment.
Evasiveness, exaggeration and logical inconsistency are
prevalent features of the talk. Again, this characteristic
carries over into the classroom where the U.S. teacher's
demand for consistency and coherency of thought and
"objective and dispassionate" discourse are continually
frustrated.
It is clear from the character and the content of
most formal classrooms that language is one of the most
vital aspects of instruction. It is the vehicle of most
communication and as such is an integral part of abstract
conceptualization. Yet the nature of language is seldom
explored and the nature and extent of the relationship
between one's language and his conceptual proclivities
and potentialities is not yet appreciated.
CHAPTER II
SYNTAX
20
One way of looking at the psychological dynamics of
syntax is to consider its effect on the meanings of
constituent lexemes. Eric Lenneberg indicates, "it has
already been pointed out that the meaning of the sentence
is never equivalent to an unordered summation of the
reference of words contained in the sentence," ( 1970 : 227- 8 )
A grammatical utterance is one in which individual lexemes
sacrifice generalness to the requirements of grammatical
rules. This fact may be verified by observing the simple
sentence "John went," A competent speaker of Standard
English theorizes "Somebody do something" before making the
utterance. Additional lexemes are to be included,
but each must relate to the total grammatical structure in
order not to be rendered incoherently. Sensible rendering
of the total utterance demands that each word take a specific
form. The abstract "somebody" in this case is John, The
grammatically-essential verb that follows is reduced to
(go + past = went) , Sensible construction of an utterance
demands a concept of what constitutes grammaticality.
Considering the lexemes adrift of the grammatical sentence,
the two lexemes are considerably broader in semantic scope
than they are in the well-formed (grammatical) utterance.
For example, in the minds of the speaker and listener, the
21
noun "John" potentially includes all persons by that name
that are called to mind by the two parties.
The effects of one's linguistic structure on the
learning process is either central to formal education or
trivial, depending on which body of theory and research one
espouses. The above description implies that one's
grammar has a profound effect upon conceptual processes.
Extrapolating from Lenneberg's statement, we would have to
say that the rules governing the structure of one's language
at least possess restraining and constraining influences on
some aspects of thought. In order to explore the matter of
the syntactic relationships to cognition, and to begin to
apply present knowledge to dialect-different educational
situations, we have included a wide variety of sources in
the present chapter. It is painfully apparent that there
are large gaps in our knowledge but it is also apparent that
educators have ignored those features of syntax which are
widely known by linguists, anthropologists and psychologists.
We have here attempted to begin to sort the known from the
purely speculative and have attempted to suggest some
educational implications of current research.
The relationship between language and cognition has
been a matter of speculation for centuries. Although
linguistics and psychology have become sophisticated
sciences, the speculation continues, David Sapir's
sympathetic review of Max Black's new book underscores
22
the persistence of the problem. Sapir writes of Black,
"He backs out of the implied contradiction between the
relativity of grammar and the assumed non-relativity of
logic in a note by simply saying that it is a question
'too formidable to be discussed here.'(!)" (1972:925)
We shall discuss recent developments in the field of
syntax in this chapter. Because the arguments of B.L.
Whorf at certain points represent an extreme linguistic
relativity and because his position continues to arouse
debate and discussion, his views on syntax and cognition
t)e summarized in the next section of the chapter.
Following the discussion of Whorf v;e shall introduce
the counter argument to linguistic relativity. Here we
looking at the positions of the transformational
grammarians led by Noam Chomsky, and of the complementary
concern for discovering language universals. Each of these
lines of research and analysis argues that the commonalities
among the languages of the world significantly outweigh the
differences, and that analysis of syntax reveals underlying
"base structures" common to all or at least most languages.
After discussing Greenberg's summary of language
universals we will discuss some problems related to both
Chomsky's and Greenberg's positions.
The next section will involve considerations of the
processes of language acquisition. One of the most succinct
summaries of related research appears in Deese's text(1970).
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While there are many sources which could have been added,
Deese's account highlights the major findings in syntactic
development in children. Having reviewed these findings we
shall return to the question of the relation of syntax to
cognition. The conclusion of this chapter will involve
an attempt to see what implications there are in the
current research for formal education in dialect~dif ferent
situations
,
Whorf's understanding of linguistic structure was of
two sorts. First, he argued that dominant linguistic forms
influence perceptions. In this line of reasoning Whorf
tended to concentrate on very specific structural elements
of speech. For the Standard Average European (SAE) languages
the noun is the dominant feature, while all other elements
of the utterance tend to qualify the noun. Since the noun
is dominant, the qualities that pertain to nouns are high-
lighted, According to this argument, SAE speakers tend to
view reality in static terms. Since nouns are defined as
pertaining roughly to persons, places and things, by
extension native speakers of SAE are predisposed to
conceptualize in terms of such categories. Speakers of
languages in which other elements of speech are dominant
will be predisposed to think in alternative categories. The
Hopi language is one in which the verb is semantically
dominant. Hence, according to Whorf, speakers of Hopi tend
to observe processes and movement in greater substance and
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detail than they do static phenomena.
This aspect of Whorf s thesis is most clearly
articulated in his article "Science and Linguistics," He
begins by noting that precisely how a language categorizes
natural phenomena is arbitrary.
In English we divide most of our words
into classes, which have different
grammatical and logical properties.
Class 1 we call nouns, e,g,, 'house,
man'; class 2, verbs, e,g,, 'hit,
run,' Many words of one class can act
secondarily as of the other class, e,g,,
'a hit, a run,' or 'to man (the boat),'
but, on the primary level, the division
between the classes is absolute. Our
language thus gives us a bipolar
division of nature. But nature herself is
not thus polarized,,,, It will be found
that it is not possible to define 'event,
thing, object, relationship,' and so
on, from nature, but that to define them
always involves a circuitous return to
the grammatical categories of the
definer's language,
,,,Hopi, you see, actually has a
classification of events (or linguistic
isolates) by duration type, something
strange to our modes of thought ,,, ,Hopi
grammar, by means of its forms called
aspects and modes, also makes it easy to
distinguish among momentary, continued, and
repeated occurrences, and to indicate
the actual sequence of reported events.
Thus the universe can be described without
recourse to a concept of dimensional
time [ as is present in SAE] , (19S6:215-6)
Elsewhere, Whorf summarizes this type of analysis
as follows:
Segmentation of nature is an aspect of
grammar — one as yet little studied
by grammarians. We cut up and organize
the spread and flow of events as we do,
largely because, through our mother tongue.
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we are parties to an agreement to do so.
not because nature itself is segmented inexactly that way for all to see. Languages
only in how they build their
sentences but also in how they break down
nature to secure the elements to put inthose sentences, (1956:240)
The second of the syntactic aspects of Whorf's
argument de-emphasizes the form classes and concentrates
instead on the semantic inter-relationships of words and
morphemes. He argues,
...the factors of linkage BETWEEN words
and morphemes, which make the categories
and patterns in which linguistic meaning
dwells, are not motor reactions; they
correspond to neural processes and linkages
of a NONMOTOR type, silent, invisible,
and individually unobservable. It is not
words mumbled, but RAPPORT between words,
which enables them to work together at
all to any semantic result. It is this
rapport that constitutes the real essence
of thought in so far as it is linguistic,”
(19''6:69)
Of the two aspects of Whorf's syntactic hypothesis,
only the second is currently considered tenable. The first
is subject to the following counter arguments. Anthro-
pologists conclude that there are peoples possessing syntax
very similar to that of Hopi, but whose cultures and
perceptions of reality differ. Further, they argue that
there are languages which are very different from that of
the Hopi, but whose speakers resemble the Hopi in life-style
and thought patterns. Thus, there appears to be no evidence
to substantiate the claim that our segmentation of reality
is based on our discrete noun-verb categories.
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Joshua Fishman has analyzed the syntactic aspect of
Whorf s hypotheses as follows:
Intriguing though this [VJhorfian] claim
may be it is necessary to admit that manyyears of intensive research have not succeededin demonstrating it to be tenable, Althouqh
many have tried to do so, no one has
successfully predicted and demonstrated a
cognitive difference between two populations
on the basis of grammatical or other
structural differences between their
languages,,,, [Whorf *s arguments] seem
to be overstated and no one~tO“one corre~
spondence between grammatical structure
and either cognitive or sociocultural
structure measured independently of
language has ever been obtained, ( 1971 : 92 - 4 )
While there seems to be no direct connection between
specific structural forms and world view, there seems to be
some merit in observing a language's way of ordering
relationships between words. Rather than emphasizing
specific parts of speech, it seems more productive to study
the characteristic relationships betv/een words which obtain
in a given linguistic community. If it can be shown that
speakers of a given dialect or language are constrained
to place words in a particular order and that that order is
consistent
,
then syntax can be perceived as cognitively
important. Recent studies in the field of psycholinguistics
seem to support this conclusion,
Noam Chomsky's argument assumes that while languages
differ, their differences are more at the surface level than
at the deep structure. Languages will differ as to phonetic
and grammatical form, yet at the most abstract level of
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sentence formation, in which the speaker begins to con-
ceptualize the structure for his utterances on the basis of
obligatory grammatical and lexical rules, all languages are
the same. All speakers have rules which transform
utterances from the base to the surface structure. Chomsky
argues as follows;
It seems to be true that the underlyingdeep structures vary very slightly, at most,from language to language. That is quite
reasonable, because it seems impossible to
them, since they are not signalled in
the sentence and are not recoverable from
the signal in any non-trivial way by any
inductive or analytic operation, so far
as I can see. Since it is hard to imagine
how anyone could learn them, it is pleasant
to discover that they do not vary very much
from language to language. That fact
enables us to postulate that they form
part of the conceptual apparatus he uses to
specify the form of the language to which
he is exposed, and not something to be
acquired.
Second, it seems to be true that the
abstract properties of transformations
are also universal. This is what one would
expect, again for the same reason, since
it is difficult to imagine how operations
of this kind could be abstracted from
data. There is certainly no process of
generalization or association of any kind
known to psychology or philosophy, or any
procedure of analysis that is known in
linguistics that can come close to de-
termining structures of this kind, (1967:80-1)
Joseph Greenberg has edited a book entitled
Universals of Language (1963)
,
which corroborates the
important assumptions in this passage. As an example,
Ullmann notes the presence of the following lexical
fields as being present in all languages; "The system of
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colors, the network of family relations; or among abstract
experiences, the terms for intellectual qualities, ethical
and aesthetic values, religious and mystical experiences.”
(1963:251) Greenberg includes forty-five syntactic
universals based on a sample of thirty languages. As
examples he offers seven rules based on word order, the
first of which is: "Universal 1. m declarative sentences
with nominal subjective and object, the dominant order is
almost always one in which the subject precedes the object."
(1963:77)
Three things should be noted before accepting
Greenberg's corroboration of Chomsky's thesis. First,
thirty languages may or may not represent a sufficient
sample of grammatical "universals." Greenberg supplies the
following rationale for his selection.
This sample was selected largely for
convenience. In general, it contains
languages with which I had some previous
acquaintance or for which a reasonably
adequate grammar was available to me.
Its biases are obvious, although an attempt
was made to obtain as wide a genetic and
areal coverage as possible. This sample
was utilized for two chief purposes.
First, it seemed likely that any state-
ment which held for all 30 languages had a
fair likelihood of complete or, at least,
nearly complete universal validity.
Second, less reliably, it serves to give
some notion of the relative frequency of
association of certain grammatical
traits... (1963:75)
Second, the propositional presence of universals, even
if they are eventually uncovered, serves only to support
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Chomsky's argument, not to verify it in anything like a
conclusive sense. There is a certain amount of question-
begging in the argument that the presence of universals
indicates the presence of innate language acquisition
devices (LAD, discussed below)
. The presence of universals
may be more of a cultural statement than a psycholinguistic
one. Uncovering universals may indicate that the human
condition and the cultural responses to it are basically the
same. it can be argued that the presence of color
categories in all languages may simply mean that the color
discrimination is functional to the satisfaction of basic
human desires and needs. One need not posit an LAD to
establish that fact.
Third, Greenberg's statements are often of a
propositional "if... then" nature. In his own words,
A large portion of these [universals]
are implicational
,
that is, they take the
form 'given x in a particular language, we
always find y'....From the point of view
of scientific methodology, there is nothing
to apologize for in such results, and this
is so for two reasons. First, the lowest-
level laws as described in manuals of
scientific method take this form. Second,
what seem to be non-implicational univer-
sals about language are in fact tacitly
implicational since they are implied by the
definitional characteristics of language.
Further, to assert the definitional character-
istics themselves is obviously tautologous,
( 1963 : 73 )
Whether this form which Greenberg calls "implicational"
is more properly called "propositional" is perhaps not
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important. And whether it is condoned by the "manuals of
scientific method” is quite beside the point, what is at
issue here is whether and to what degree the stated universals
are real universals. Once one resorts to the propositional
(implicational) mode of argument he is at thatraoment conceding
that he is not dealing with universals. The statement "If
a cow has black spots then he will have some white or
brown spots" may be valid, but it does not reveal anything
universal about cows. A large part of the population has
no black spots. If one wishes to make a statement that
will reveal something that is truly universal one must
go beyond that which is characteristic of particular
groups. The if... then" model is then rather unproductive,
^^^itionally
,
many of Groonborg's Gxamplas of
^^iversals ' are qualified, indicating the possible
presence of conflicting evidence. In the example
presented above, "In the declarative sentences with nominal
subjective and object, the dominant order is almost always
one in which the subject precedes the object," if it is
only "almost always" the case, there is sufficient doubt
raised that it is not "always" the case. And since we
are trying to uncover "universals" the qualification here
appears as a very large hesitation.
This writer's reluctance to accept the notion of the
innate LAD mechanism is articulated by John Morton:
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What I am questioning is that the innate
component is especially important forlanguage learning compared with otherlearning and, further, that perhaps theinnate component is not specific tolanguage. This is by no means a novel
suggestion,
Lenneberg's view was that the innate
component that is universal is a 'mode
of calculating with categories' — a
capacity for extracting similarities
from physical stimuli or from deeper classes
of stiructuirsl schornst^* Hg goGS fiurthoirin saying 'No features that are character-istic of only certain natural languages,
either particulars of syntax, or phonology,
or semantics, are assumed here to be innate,'
To him it is the processes not the structures
which are species specific. And these
processes are not language specific,
Chomsky, while leaning in that direction,
hedges when he says * I have no doubt that
other cognitive systems, other aspects
of himan behavior, share many of these
(basic) properties (of grammar) , ' The
'many' is perhaps unneccessary.
, . .What I
want to do is suggest that the difference
between man and the other animals is, in
principle, fairly simple. It seems to
me that survival, of the species or of
the individual, depends on the ability to
model and manipulate the environment.
To do this we must be able to extract the
regularities and general laws which exist
in the environment, .. .On this line of
reasoning we should expect language uni-
versals to reflect those features of the
structure of the universe which is biologi-
cally necessary for organisms to know.
( 1970 : 92- 3 )
Current research into language acquisition is
greatly influenced by transformational theory. Following
is a discussion of transformational theory and its
relationship to the problems of language and learning.
Led by Noam Chomsky and certain ethnolinguists, the
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field of cognitive linguistics is currently dominated by a
view of language variously labelled
"transformational theory
and "generative grammatical theory." The arguments ad-
vanced by proponents of this view include the following.
Every normal child is born with a capacity for language
acquisition. By the time the child starts to talk he is
deducing the rules that govern the structure of his
language. Each natural human language is generative, that
IS, at the syntactic level it has a finite number of rules
governing its grammatical structure and a finite repertoire
of lexical items (generally words and phrases)
. Those
rules and lexical items, when properly coordinated, are
of gonerating an infinite number of utterances
that make sense to both speaker and listener. Most
utterances are in fact novel. They have never been
uttered by anyone before, but this does not prevent their
meaningfulness to either the speaker or the listener.
Transformationalists contend that, given the
generative nature of language, the extreme learning theory
arguments are inadequate. Relying on contingencies of
reinforcement to explain verbal behavior, learning theory
would have to argue that novel coherent utterance is im-
possible, that sensible utterances are those that have
been specifically reinforced.
In the transformationalists view, the child acquires
a language only after he has derived a theory of the
33
syntactic operations of his language. Chomsky contends
that there is in every normal child a language acquisition
device (LAD) which permits the child “to operate upon the
utterances he hears around him in such a way as to be able
to produce an implicit grammar for those utterances. That
grammar, in turn, enables the child to invent new sentences
of his own in the language.” (Deeso, 1970:54)
The LAD is an important concept and will be dealt
with again later. V7hat is essential at this point, however,
IS that we accept the transformational notion that language
acquisition involves the child in theoretical operations.
That he does so is consistent with current research findings
in psycholinguistics.
According to those involved in psycholinguistic
research, language acquisition involves the following
processes. Here I am drawing directly from Deese's account,
although his statements are corroborated by others including
Brov/n, Lenneberg, etc. By the time the child reaches six
months of age he is producing meaningful utterances in the
form of babbling. The babbling at this point is differentiated
rather than completely random. Clear syllcibles are formed
and rambling utterances which are semantically coherent
take on the phonetic character of sentences.
At some point in the babbling stage the child forms
isolated words. It is generally agreed that the word
actually functions in a manner similar to an adult sentence.
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The social context actually helps to supply important
semantic ingredients. For example, a child looking out a
window sees his father coming toward the house and says
Daddy. in this instance the utterance may be viewed as
an exclamation, "Daddy is comingl" This notion of the
word functioning as a sentence is not new and did not
originate with the present generation of psycholinguists.
Lev Vygotsky made an identical observation in the 1930 's.
According to Deese, "There is good reason to suppose that
such a characterization is an accurate one, for children
say the words they know with a variety of intonation and
stress patterns." (1970:57) Citing Chomsky's comment on
this, Deese says, "these stress and intonation patterns
must be derived from some underlying grammatical structures
that include some abstract notion of sentence." (57)
The next developmental stage occurs during the
second year. At this time the process of linking lexical
items begins. At first the utterances are limited to two
and three words. Borrowing from a study by McNeill, Deese
cites the following set of typical two-word units of a
child in the second year: "Nightnight Mommy," "More milk,"
See tractor," "Allgone boat." Deese notes that "nightnight"
and "allgone" are treated as one word. (57)
The two and three word utterances generated by the
grammar of the child are telegraphic. "Unimportant" words
are omitted. According to Deese and the sources which he
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cites, the child
-S telegraphic utterances indicate that he
has a different grammar than adults, not that he is
abbreviating. The speech in question is generated "from
base structures by using many fewer rules than if he were
an adult." (59) it is speech that is "in one sense, closer
to the underlying base structure of the manifest sentences
than is the speech of adults,” (59)
M.D.S. Braine is cited by Deese as having first
uncovered the fact that the words in the two and three
word utterances fall into two classes. All the v/ords are
either ”pivot" or "open.” Briefly, "pivot” words are
fewer in number than "open” words in the vocabularies of the
children, but they are used more often.
[They] resemble grammatical elements
such as prepositions, demonstratives, articles,
etc., but... the grammar behind the use of
pivot words simply does not occur in adult
language. In the sentence "allgone milk,”
"allgone” is a pivot word,.., The open words
do not combine freely with one another, so
a child would not produce such two-v7ord
sentences as "milk doggie” or "boy
thunder.” (61)
Deese draws the following comparison between child-
hood and adult grammars.
The existence of something like the con-
cept of the pivot class tells us that the
grammatical categories of children are not
the same as those of adults. However,
it is also a mistake to assume that the
grammatical classes of children are
totally unrelated to those of adults.
There must be, in fact, some systematic
v/ay of getting from the categories of
children's grammar to those of adults, as
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another? understand one
Citing McNeill, Deese notes.
The original class of pivot words found inyoung children serves the broadest possible
of functions ,,,, Only slowly do childrenbegin to distinguish between different
members of a pivot class so as to form
new functional classes from what was abroad class.... The child develops hisdistinction by inventing rules — principles
^bich account for the speech he hears
,
These rules make it possible for him to
produce acceptable patterns of speech.
Note that the categories themselves
must derive from some grammatical
structure. That is to say, different
classes of v/ords, such as adjectives and
nouns, pivot and open words, do not exist
by virtue of some arbitrary definition.
In short, the child is not free to apply any
hypothesis of his choosing to the language
he hears.... The major point of this analy-
sis is to show that even though children
and adults speak the same language, the
generation of sentences is from related
but different grammars. In a sense, adults
and children speak different dialects of
the same language. (62-6)
A paper by Brown and Fraser, referred to by Deese,
contains much of the substantiation for Deese' s book. Yet
its argument regarding syntactic acquisition is stated
slightly differently. Deese argues that childhood speech is
different from, though related to, adult speech, and that
the difference results from the use of differing grammatical
rules. Brown and Fraser argue that "child speech is a
systematic reduction of adult speech largely accomplished
by omitting function words that carry little information."
(1963:195) They contend that "...the child induces general
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rules which govern the construction of new utterances.” (196)
It IS well to note at this point that Brown and Fraser's
explanation seems to remove the necessity of positing a
questionable mental construct, i.e., Chomsky's LAD. They see
language acquisition as a process to be described and
their description sans innate LAD seems as adequate as
Chomsky's. it is sufficient to say that the child's syntax
is based on a simplified model of adult speech. That it is
systematic only means that, like other acquired skills,
language competency involves a hierarchy of mastery from
the undifferentiated to the differentiated, from the general
conception to specific understanding.
In an article by Brov7n and Bellugi, the systematic
omission of lexemes and morphemes in childhood speech is
called "reduction." Their example is as follows; Mother
says "There goes one," The child's imitation is rendered
"There go one," Here the inflected verb is omitted. The
child might further be reduced to "There one," (1964:126)
The researchers here also introduce the categories
of "functor" and "contentive" words pertaining to English,
The functor class includes words whose grammatical functions
are more obvious than their semantic content, e,g,, in-
flections, auxiliary verbs, articles, prepositions and
conjunctions, Contentives have more definite semantic
content and, in English, usually include nouns, verbs and
adjectives.
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In the process of reduction, the child frequently
omits a functor rather than the contentive. To cite an
example, a mother's utterance "Give Mary the book" v;ould
likely be reproduced by the child as "Give Mary book."
A final crucial concept introduced by Brown and
Bellugi is that of "expansion, " the process by which the
telegraphic utterances of the child are broadened. As far
as the child is concerned, the process involves picking up
the functors. While this process may appear like a
semantically trivial one to adults -- a mere refinement on
the way toward "proper speech" — Brown and Bellugi assign
greater psycholinguistic importance to the expansion process
than to reduction. They indicate that
...the expansion encodes aspects of reality
that are not coded by the child's tele-
graphic utterance. Functors have meaning,
but it is meaning that accrues to them
in context other than isolation. The
meanings that are added by functors seem
to be nothing less than the basic terms
in which we view reality: the time of action,
whether it is presently relevant or not; the
concept of possession, and such relational
concepts as are coded by in, on, up, down,
and the like..,. It seems to us that the
mother, in expanding speech, may be teaching
more than grammar; she may be teaching
something like a world view, (1964:147-8)
The authors^ conclude that this matter is not yet
settled and that they intend further research.
In Words and Things
,
Roger Brov/n compares the
relationships of lexicon and grammar to cognition.
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If words are to be used to refer it isobviously necessary to learn the referent
categories and so there is a sense in whichlexicon determines cognition and inferences
about cognition can be based on lexicon.It IS much less clear how the formalpractices of a language, the grammatical
rules, can affect cognition. Yet it isDust the grammatical differences, especiallythose of form class, that are most striking
and It IS their determining force which
the anthropologist has stressed. Thefact that a speaker observes the syntacti-
cal rules that place words in form classesdoes not alone constitute proof that hedetects the semantic correlates of theform classes. ( 1958 : 245 )
Brown indicates that form class has an obvious semantic
function during the process of language learning and that
once syntactic operations are mastered they are less obvious.
Yet it is likely that the syntactic structures of a
language create semantic proclivities in its speakers.
Hence,
,,, speakers of Hopi may be prone to think
in terms of event-duration when the cir-
cumstances are right. They may be more
prone to think along these lines than the
speaker of English who is placed in like
circumstances. Form-class semantic may
leave its traces in the nervous system,
facilitating thought in some directions,
inhibiting thought in other directions,"
( 1958 : 253 )
There is nothing in the psycholinguistic literature
on syntax presented above that shows that mastery of a
particular syntax affects the extralinguistic learning
process. One must here engage in two further steps of
inquiry. First v/e must study the structural peculiarities
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of different languages and how they are dealt with by
children. Second, we must extrapolate from the data
available on other languages. Only by observing semantic
differences occasioned by different syntactic patterns will
we see the cognitive import of language acquisition.
A review of the literature must include a note
concerning the status of the relationship of syntactic
difference to semantic difference. This subject is fre-
quently inserted at the end of, or parenthetically to,
research reports. It is a matter which seems to be
regarded as having great potential significance but little
statistical advantage at the present moment. The above
notation by Brown and Bellugi on the significance of re-
inforcement of functors to world view is rather typical. The
current concern by educators over the semantic differences
in dialect variations of English seems to be moving the
semantic aspects of language closer to center stage.
If it is true, as the transformationalists insist,
that each child derives a theory of the syntactic operations
of his language, it means that he derives a sense of the
relationships between grammatical categories. Mastering the
logic of the grammar depends upon his ability to sort out
the semantic differences inherent in the grammatical
categories. This operation involves among other things the
ability to observe grammatical boundaries. In English this
means that the child is forced to observe, for example.
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distinctions between tenses and differences between cases.
The fact that other linguistic varieties (other dialects
or other languages) may not make such boundaries obligatory
does not mean that their speakers cannot make distinctions
between cases and tenses. Other factors in the context of
utterance may force them to perceive such distinctions,
but the linguistic structure does not.
Thus, so far as linguistic competence is concerned,
the grammar acts to create distinctions that must be
observed in proper linguistic performance. The Virgin
Islander, with his emphasis on the present tense, may be
able to observe differences which the grammatical categories
do not require for proficiency in the Creole. If he does
so, the Creole linguistic structure is not the sponsor of
such a perception. If it can be proved that the sense of
time occurs in the perception of the Creole speaker, it
still needs to be shown that the perception is as clear as
it is in SE and what the source of such time discrimination
is. The transformationalist, by arguing with the theoretical
competency model, is in effect arguing for the notion that
syntax influences perception. Granted that syntax is only
one of many factors influencing perception, its impact on
one's propensities toward categorization must not be under-
estimated, much less ignored.
There seems to be an empirical basis for argument
that language at least sets up cognitive propensities.
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J.P. Thorne reports that "...only rarely will [subjects]
report hearing ungrammatical sentences. On the other hand
we frequently hear badly-formed sentences as well formed.
Asked to copy sentences containing grammatical errors,
subjects will often quite unintentionally correct them."
(1966:8)
Fodor and Garrett indicate a certain skepticism
concerning the power of language over perception but seem
willing to concede that "...a grammar formalizes the
speakers' linguistic information." (1966:139) Lenneberg
makes essentially the same concession in stating "it has
already been pointed out that meaning is intimately related
to syntax, because the meaning of the sentences is never
equivalent to an unordered summation of the reference of
words contained in the sentence." (1970:227-8)
Elsewhere Lenneberg uses the transformationalist
model of competence and draws conclusions which expand on
the above argument. In discussing biological propensities
for language acquisition, he states.
The first things that are learned are
principles — not items: principles of
categorization and pattern perception.
The first words refer to classes, not
unique objects or events ... .From the
beginning, very general principles of
semantics and syntax are manifest. Even
if the maturational scale as a whole is
distorted through retarding disease, the
order of developmental milestones, in-
cluding the onset of speech, remains in-
variable. (1964:65-6)
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The ability of the child to master syntax represents
a proclivity toward observing ordered relationships. Brown
and Bellugi emphasise that the child's mastery of the syntax
is not random ordering. From the time words are uttered
conjointly, the child develops perceptions of the linguistic
patterns which vary from adult speech but which do not vary
from child to child, in this regard, imitations of children
preserve the word order although words and inflections are
often omitted, despite the fact that the words could have
been said back in the reverse of their original order, the
most recent first. ( 1964 : 137- 8 )
The research on syntax seems to present more questions
than solutions for education in culturally diverse settings.
We are led to believe that syntax has a subtle hold over the
cognitive processes, but that hold is nebulous and ill-
defined. It is still at a point where there is much room for
conjecture. Before attempting to develop rational educational
responses to dialect situations we would need a great deal
of additional information concerning syntax and cognition
ethnically different groups.
CHAPTER III
LEXICON
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A true dialect difference involves differences at the
lexical level of language. There are three important
respects in, which lexical differences are important to
education. The first involves the relationships between
lexemes, while the same lexical repertoire may exist in tv/o
separate communities, the words themselves do not simply
float freely as discrete items; they exist in conjunction
with semantic domains and form lexical systems. The in-
vestigations of cognitive anthropologists involve such
systems. These anthropologists have not concerned themselves
with the educational situation but some of their research will
be discussed because the claim is made that their techniques
provide the only hope for ridding ethnography of ethnocentrism.
A true understanding of the cognitive differences betv/een the
linguistic systems of Stardard English and non-standard
dialects is impossible without such techniques.
A second aspect of lexicon which relates to the
dialect situation in education concerns the problem of
availability. The dialects of a subculture will have most
of the lexical items of the standard dialect, yet they will
differ in terms of availability of lexemes to the speakers
somewhat along ethnic lines. Terms that occur frequently in
the classroom are often present in greater frequency in
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middle-class communities and thus are more retrievable for
the middle-class student. His hearing them frequently in
social contacts outside the school means that there is a
situation of lexical harmony between the classroom and his
cultural milieu. The minority student, however, will in
some cases hear the same lexemes less frequently in his
informal associations. Words such as "economic," "science,"
"logic," and "abstract" certainly exist in most dialects
of English. Yet the frequency of their appearance may be
expected to be significantly lower than for the middle-class
it is quit© clear that availability is an important
consideration to the learning process. While there has
been little research into the specifics of this aspect of
lexicon in education, it is a matter v/hich obviously deserves
consideration and further research.
The third aspect relates to the above factors but
concerns more specific semantic differences between shared
lexical items. In this discussion v/e will deal with lexical
items which may be equally available in tv;o cultural groups
and yet have different semantic qualities in these communities.
Again, the research in this area is new, and while the
potential information is very significant, present knovrledge
is sparse. If we are to confront the failure of SE teachers
in culturally different areas the cognitive ambiguity of
shared lexemes has to be researched, A research venture
which focuses directly on this aspect of lexicon will be
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considered here.
As in the preceding chapter, we will begin the dis-
cussion by focusing on B.L. Whorfs treatment of language
and perception. A presentation of his analysis will be
followed by a discussion of an article by John Lotz; his
statement is intended to reinforce and amplify the
Whorfian position.
Whorfs most comprehensive treatment of lexicon is not
exhaustive. it appears in his article "The Relation of
Habitual Thought and Behavior to Language," in which he draws
upon his experience as an adjuster for a fire insurance
company. In the course of. investigating industrial fires
and explosions, he hypothesized that many which result from
"human carelessness" are motivated by the "LINGUISTIC
MEANING, residing in the name on the linguistic description
commonly applied to the situation.
Thus, around a storage of what are called
'gasoline drums,' behavior will tend to be
a certain type, that is, great care will
be exercised; while around a storage of
what are called 'empty gasoline drums,' it
will tend to be different — careless,
with little repression of smoking or of
tossing cigarette stubs about. Yet the
'empty' drums are perhaps the more dangerous,
since they contain explosive vapor.
Physically the situation is hazardous,
but the linguistic analysis according to
regular analogy must employ the word
'empty' which inevitably suggests lack of
hazard. The word 'empty' is used in two
linguistic patterns: (1) as a virtual
synonym for 'null and void, negative,
inert,' (2) applied in analysis of physical
situations without regard to, e.g., vapor.
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liquid vestiges, or stray rubbish, inthe container. The situation is named inone pattern (2) and the name is th^r
'lived up to' in another
u;
,
this being a general formula for the
behavior intohazardous forms. (1956:135)
It should not be assumed that Whorf was a radical
linguistic determinist. He was capable of making some
bold generalizations concerning the effect of language on
the thinking patterns of cultures. Yet he indicates, "l
should be the last to pretend that there is anything so
definite as 'a correlation' between culture and language,
and especially between ethnological rubrics such as 'agri-
cultural, hunting,' etc., and linguistic ones like 'in-
flected,' 'synthetic,' or 'isolating.' (1956:138-9) John B.
Carroll footnoted this passage with the following comment:
"We have plenty of evidence that this [correlation between
language and culture] is not the case. Consider the Hopi and
the Ute, with languages that on the overt morphological and
lexical level are as, say, English and German. The idea of
'correlation' between language and culture, in the generally
accepted sense of correlation, is certainly a mistaken one."
(1956:139)
Attempts to determine precisely what can be known
about the lexicon-cognition relationship have taken many
forms since Whorf 's writings appeared. We shall consider
some of the more significant of them below. These include
studies which are rather random statements affirming the
48
Whorfian hypothesis and those which set out to prove a
separate hypothesis, the ethnolinguistic approach which is
current.
Lotz' article "On Language and Culture" notes that
each culture has sports activities with "ideal targets."
He argues that these targets arise out of the linguistic
system.
That these targets depend on the use oflanguage and not on other factors is de-
monstrated by the difference between theformulations of such targets in Anglo-
Saxon countries and in countries using the
system. The latter list as ideal
targets: 10 seconds for 100 meters, 220
kilometers for the one-hour race, 80 metersfor javelin-throwing, etc. Because of thisdependence on language, such targets cannot
be 'adequately' translated; to try to run
1607 meters in 4 minutes is not the same
thing as shooting for the four—minute
mile.
.. .These expressions of the ideal tar-
gets readily lend themselves to analysis
and interpretation by reason of their
morphemic simplicity and semantic-
conceptual transparency. (1964:182)
A baseball batter who hits at a .299 rate is not considered
a failure, yet the semantic distance between .299 and .300
is greater than that between .299 and .298. The difference
between success and failure is arbitrarily assigned, and
lexical factors do seem to shape the culture's judgements.
Lotz notes that round numbers play a significant
cognitive role in areas outside sports. They appear "in
law, age limits, length of fish permitted to be caught,
speed limits .. .wedding anniversaries, college class reunions...
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in prices and salaries (the American $9.95 price tag is a
deliberate avoidance of such numbers, aimed of course at
having the customer psychologically class the article as
within the range of the next lower 'round' price." (1964:183)
Contemporary education is as prone to lexical labels
as is any other enterprise. The functions which such labels
serve are many. Some serve to demarcate between success and
failure (grades A through F, "dropout," "graduate," "honors
courses"). Some serve to distinguish between student
abilities ("educable mentally retarded," "gifted"). Still
others refer to specific methods of instruction. A pre-
ponderance of literature suggests that these categories tend
to set up behavioral and attitudinal responses which make
them self-fulfilling. In a frequently cited experiment,
Rosenthal and Jacobson successfully predicted teacher
evaluations of student performance. Their hypothesis was
that "within a given classroom, 'those children from whom
the teacher expected greater intellectual growth would
show such greater growth.'" The research design involved the
following
;
First, all children in grades one through
six were given a non-verbal intelligence test
'disguised* as a test designed to predict
academic 'blooming' or 'intellectual gain.'
In each class, about twenty per cent of
the students, chosen by means of a table
of random numbers, were assigned to the
'experimental' condition. The names of
these children were given to each teacher
who was told that their scores on the
'test for intellectual blooming' indicated
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they would show unusual intellectual aains
academic year.... The experi-mental treatment for these children, thenconsisted of nothing more than being identi-
teachers as children Ihowould show unusual gains. (Boocock, 1972:133-5)
Test results following an eight-month interval showed
a difference in IQ scores between the experimental and the
control groups. m the first grade classes the experimental
group had a mean superior score of 15.4. m the second
grade classes the experimental group had a mean superior
score of 9.5. The effect of this verbal labeling process
apparently had little effect on the remaining classes
studied (grades three through six.)
The attachment of the "blooming" label is common in
educational circles, while there is no simple cause and
effect relationship between the attacliment of a label and a
subsequent test score (it seems evident the scientific aura
of the experimental situation creates its own effect)
,
the
attachment of appropriate lexical items tends to influence
perception. it would be most interesting to see whether the
significant results observed in the first and second
grades would have been so dramatic if the label "bloomers"
had not been present but was replaced by some prosaic
scientific jargon indicating the likelihood of advanced
educational growth of the experimental groups.
In addition to the effect of the imposition of labels
on groups of students, we need to know about lexemes which
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inhere in the internal learning format. For example, how
important is the presence of a specific label to concept
formation? Traditionally, the classroom has required a very
specific sort of verbal behavior, which has provided the
basis for teacher evaluation. The memorization of data
subject to recall upon examination has involved absorption
of appropriate lexemes. Frequently in history courses the
emphasis has been on the ability to demonstrate knowledge
via the specific lexemes of, for example, names of wars,
battles, heroes, traitors, and the appropriate date-labels
that signify the historical time of the events. To what
degree, and in what ways, the absorption of these lexemes,
and those inherent in other disciplines, relates to the
apprehension of the referents and concepts they signify is
a matter which presently is beyond our complete understanding.
In the past decade the field of cognitive anthropology
has arisen as a new methodology, including what is referred
the literature as ethnoscience
,
ethnolinguistics,
ethnosemantics and componential analysis. Cognitive
anthropology involves a massive attempt to remove the
ethnocentrism inherent in traditional descriptions of
ethnography. It seeks to gain a view of semantic realms
operating within the culture, or, as Stephen Tyler indicates,
"It focuses on discovering how different peoples organize
and use their cultures.” (1969; 3) Rather than attempting to
develop a grand theory of culture, cognitive anthropology
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involves an attempt to construct "theories of cultures "
concentrating on the important semantic fields of
individual cultures. Tyler suggests that this sort of
investigation is designed "...to provide answers to the
questions: How would the people of some other culture
expect me to behave if I were a member of their culture;
and what are the rules of appropriate behavior in their
culture." He continues.
Answers to these questions are providedby an adequate description of the rules
used by the people in that culture, Con-
sequently, this description itself constitutesthe theory' for that culture, for it re-presents the conceptual model of organization
used by its members. Such a theory is
validated by our ability to predict how
these people would expect us to behave if
we were members of their culture,” (1969:5)
This sort of investigation involves a direct encounter
with the language of the culture being studied. Thus far
the investigations have involved groupings of lexical items.
An example of such cultural categories is given by Tyler as
a taxonomy of an American cognitive field, that of
furniture. According to Tyler, a contrast set diagram
"illustrates two processes characteristic of taxonomies:
(1) items at the same level contrast with one another
[chairs, sofas, desks, tables]; (2) items at different
levels are related by inclusion [ end tables, dining tables
under tables] , At the bottom level are the more highly
discriminated classes, at the top is the most inclusive
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class [furniture]," (1969:7)
The attempt to uncover semantic domains of specific
cultures has involved the use of many types of models.
Anthropology has borrowed from other disciplines, including
especially linguistics and psychology. Branching diagrams,
flow diagrams, various paradigms and taxonomies are
employed. The semantic domains dealt with are equally
disparate but, interestingly, two specific domains have
emerged as "favorites.” These are color categories and
kinship folk taxonomies.
It is not clear why most of the field work has
concentrated on kinship classifications and color categories,
but it is interesting that these two types of semantic fields
are cultural universals. Cultures may divide up the color
scheme and kinship definitions differently, but all cultures
have these categories. It remains to be seen whether
cognitive anthropology will be able to uncover lexical
domains which are culturally idiosyncratic and which are
also significant in terms of the particular culture. How
our culture divides the taxonomy of furniture may illustrate
how separate lexical items are categorized according to our
notions of the general field "furniture," but cognitive
anthropology has as yet to indicate the importance of the
general field to the culture.
VVhat cognitive anthropology does raise is the simple
but often ignored fact that individual lexical items are
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often part of lexical systems and that these lexical systems
are different from human group to human group. Our own
academic community is divided in part by this phenomenon, each
discipline appropriating a lexical configuration more or
less distinct from the others with its own implicit
referential boundaries. In studying dialect differences
in education, we are involved in assessing lexical configura-
tions peculiar to linguistic communities. it should not
surprise educators whose SE repertoire includes "economic
systems," which by practice break down to "capitalism-
socialism-communism" components, if the entire lexical-
cognitive realm fails to be readily learnable to dialect
speakers. The presence of a lexicon is usually an indication
of a culturally-specific category. The whole notion of
"economic systems" with its subsidiary components is non-
functional in the thinking of certain cultural groups
within our own country.
What educators need to know is what role lexicon plays
in the education process. More specifically, they need to
have a method for determining which lexical categories are
present in both dialect communities involved in confrontation
and which are not involved in both. To assume that because
a Creole speaker and an SE speaker possess common lexical
items they must place them in the same classificatory
configuration is to make an unwarranted assumption. It is
very likely that for some speakers of dialect variants of
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English, "chair” belongs as appropriately to a lexical system
that bears no relation to "furniture." indeed, the whole
notion of "furniture" may be absent from his referential
system and "chair" may be a lexeme divorced in any meaningful
way from "table." This person may seldom perceive chairs
as belonging to such a hierarchy and may more frequently
associate them with notions of, for example, location. As
a purely hypothetical arrangement, the constellation of
kitchen may evoke lexical items including kitchen chair, sink
and faucets, and it is possible that the speaker is not
forced to notice the resemblance between bedroom chair and
schoolroom chair.
The above is offered only as an example of what might
occur with lexical items in different cultural contexts. To
one enculturated to both Standard English and Standard
American culture, the example will certainly seem farfetched.
It will occur to such a person that a "furniture" class will
exist in any group's nomenclature that has furniture, and
that "chair" will certainly fall into this classification.
The ethnocentricity implied by this "common sense"
analysis is made evident by observing the variety of uses
which different cultures assign to specific SE lexemes. In
some Caribbean families meals, as we think of them, are
untypical. Family members do not ordinarily as a group
gather about the table at appointed times and eat. Rather,
individuals take food whenever they are hungry. They may
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eat as a group, but if they do so it is by accident rather
than by design. The paraphernalia that exists in such
informality may or may not include chairs. And if chairs
do exist they may be used to lean on as logically as a
wall.
The argument here concerns arbitrariness of desig-
nation. Most Americans, if asked to supply examples of
furniture, would probably include "chair." Yet there is
no necessary reason why they should do so except that such a
cognitive typology is reinforced by our culture. "Furniture
stores” sell chairs. The notion of a household room
involves one in a culturally-defined designation process.
This is true despite the fact that, continuing the example,
chairs in the average American home are subject to functional
disparity. Many Americans use bedroom chairs as temporary
quarters for discarded clothing and never use these chairs
for sitting in. These same people would place coat hangars
outside the "furniture” class even though the function they
serve is similar to that of the bedroom chair in this context.
As mentioned above, educators need a technique by
which to gain an understanding of the lexical configurations
of ethnic minorities. In America this would not be an easy
task. While sociologists are correct in characterizing our
society as pluralistic, the ethnic groups do not conform to
discrete categories. There may be common elements in certain
black dialects, yet there is no one black dialect. There
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are many, and each linguistic community in the country is
constantly subject to change, it can no more be said that
there is a single black culture that pertains to all black
people than it could be said of white people, m a very
real sense then, investigating dialect differences at the
lexical level is much more problematic than dealing with
differences between SE and the language of a completely
different but homogeneous culture.
Having said this, we need to determine precisely what
commonalities there are among members of an apparent ethnic
group. William Labov and others have claimed that they
can identify rather large numbers of common characteristics
in black groups throughout the country; hence the establishment
of the domain "black English vernacular" or "non-Standard
Negro English." Once this domain is based on sufficient
data, investigations of the kind proposed by the cognitive
^^thropologists would seem an eventuality worth preparing
for
.
Lexical items must be viewed not only in terms of
their constellations but also as isolates. Joshua Fishman,
a critic of the structural aspect of Whorf's hypothesis,
concedes the lexical level. He writes, "Psychologists
had long before [the advent of Whorf] domonstrated that
the availability of verbal labels was an asset in learning,
perception, and memory tasks." (1971:96-7) A considerable
body of literature reconfirms this finding.
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A close examination of the lexical-availability level
of linguistics involves one in the conclusion that languages
and dialects really are semantically different. The
transformationalists and others argue that anything that
is communicable in one language is translatable into any
other natural human language. Yet there are persistent
indications that the theoretical possibility is not matched
by reality. it may be possible that the German lexeme
"gemutlicheit" is translatable into English despite
proclamations to the contrary by native-speaking Germans.
The unsettling fact is that it would take paragraphs of
English to cover the semantic domain that is signalled by
the single lexeme in German, Hence the notions of the
German word are not immediately available to English speakers;
there is no English lexeme that is even closely ''equivalent.'*
Certainly no English lexeme will summon all and only those
J^sfsrents summoned by the German lexeme. The central
psycholinguistic phenomenon here is that of codability,
which involves the propensities of linguistic communities
to reduce the important (frequently used) concepts to
available linguistic form. (Brown, 1958;236ff)
Dialect variation, like language variation, involves
more than superficial difference. The statement that
whatever is verbalizable in one language is translatable into
another minimizes the cognitive differences that inhere in
different linguistic communities. Recent sociolinguistic
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analysis bears this out. Entwistle provides us with
confxrmation of some of the aspects of linguistic difference
which have semantic importance,
Entwistle 's focus is paradigmatic responses. Her
analysis involves two basic populations of inner-city
children and suburban children, employing word association
techniques for getting at semantic structures. Her general
procedure is to investigate lexical configurations as a
means of understanding the semantic structures of linguistic
and cultural variatioa.. As she indicates,. "Elements
(simple words, for example) of a linguistic code that appear
to be the same (neglecting some phonological differences)
for two different cultural groups need not have identical
semantic implications for speakers from these groups, ,, .The
same life conditions that foster dialect differences would
be presumed to lead to semantic differences." ( 1970 : 126 )
Entwistle 's studies have resulted in the follov/ing
conclusions. Adult responses in free word association tests
(in which the respondent is given a word and asked to give
the first word he thinks of) are consistent in that the word
they respond with is consistently like the stimulus word,
that is, of the same form class (generally, of the same part
of speech)
. Hence an adult given the stimulus word "chair"
will likely respond with "table," "room," "furniture" or
some other related noun. They will seldom respond with
adjectives or other form classes.
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This tendency to match form classes is evidenced in
early years but xs not nearly so consistent. Entwistle reports
that "...at the kindergarten level many more responses are
determined by syntactic patterning than by simple form-
class matching tendencies. Kindergartners respond to 'begin*
with • building a house,' 'I just begin by puzzle,' 'to
behave,' 'to cry,' 'to eat,’ 'with,' and the like. All of
these responses reveal knowledge of how the word 'begin' is
used with other words." ( 1970 : 127- 8 )
Citing McNeill, Entwistle concludes that "...semantics
the structuring and elaboration of meanings" is acquired after
the age of five. "By asking children to repeat sentences
immediately after hearing them, and by varying the semantic
and syntactic consistency in the sentences, he shows that
five-year-old children are not able to profit from the
semantic consistency whereas eight-year-olds can. "( 128 )
She continues.
This same trend in semantic development over
ages five to ten is evidenced in word-
association data by the gradual increase in
the number of responses that match the
form class of the stimulus word and in the
convergence toward a few high frequency
responses. .. .Paradigmatic responses con-
tain much evidence of semantic structure. ( 128 )
Entwistle here attempts to supply a functional
definition of meaning. She writes.
Some people would define "meaning" as
the distribution of associative responses
given to a word. Although the definition
of meaning is no simple problem. . .the response-
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® useful operational de-
purposes. Such a dis-tribution seems especially apropos inwith young children, when^t^carbe Lp!|yedyield comparative developmental data. (128)
While there are maturational differences, there are
also semantic discrepancies between ethnic groups. Entwistle
writes that, contrary to original expectations, slum children
tend to have far richer paradigmatic responses at the first
grade level than do suburban youngsters of the same age.
White first-grade slum children of averageIQ give paradigmatic responses to about
the same extent as gifted (IQ 130) suburban
children, and although inner-city black first-graders of average IQ lag behind inner-city
white first-graders they give more para-digmatic responses than white first—graders
of average IQ. Thus, at first grade the
white child is slightly ahead of the black
when both are reared in the inner—
^ity, but the black slum child exceeds the
white suburban child. The superiority is
short-lived, however, for by third grade,
suburban children — whether blue-collar
or upper—middle class —
- have surpassed
the inner-city children whether black or
white. (130-1)
Before one concludes from this analysis that inner-city
are linguistically and cognitively advantaged, an
additional factor must be considered. According to Entwistle,
"there is the very significant distinction that blacks give
more different responses than whites to the same stimulus.
The increased variability of response is most
apparent at the first grade. Furthermore,
it is for the words of highest frequency
that the difference is most noticeable.
For example, to the stimulus word 'table'
fifty-four white first-graders and fifty-
two Negro first-graders responded with a
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noun, but ten more different nouns weregiven by Negro children.
.. .This finding
emerged over words of all form classes.Low level of commonality
... in other groupshas been taken as an indicator of less
mature individuals, or less educatedindividuals,
... In the present research
with children, it seems best interpreted
as evidence of a differently structured
semantic system. it is interesting,
although problematic in interpretation,
that white children of fifty years agodisplayed much lower levels of commonalitythan modern (white) children. ( 131- 2 )
If, as Fishman and others have indicated, availability
of lexical items is cognitively important, the variation of
paradigmatic responses to specific stimulus words gives
further evidence of semantic variation. The latest evidence
seems to support the Whorfian hypothesis at certain points.
Entwistle's word associations across dialect groups
substantiate the presence of semantic difference. The
^iff^^snce is substantiated linguistically, supported by
the responses of indigenous respondents. Whether the
linguistic route is an adequate one in which to identify
semantic variation has yet to be tested. Whether and to
what degree the properties of one's linguistic framework
impinges on his perceptual proclivities is not clarified
by contemporary research. At present we can only use
language as a measure of conceptual difference. Entwistle's
research shows that language reflects cognitive difference
along cultural lines. While the educator still wishes to
measure the specific effects of language on cognition, he
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should now know that soclolinguistio analysis has proven
that some apparent and important semantic differences exist
in dialectally-different populations.
Regarding linguistic relativism in its lexical and
syntactic forms we are in agreement with Brown when he
states that "If words are to be used to refer it is
obviously necessary to learn the referent categories and
so there is a sense in which lexicon determines cognition
and inferences about cognition can be based on lexicon."
( 1958 : 245 )
The Entwistle investigation holds some obvious
advantages over the available techniques in ethnosemantics
.
It involves a technique which should be usable in any type
of school system. Further, it can be used immediately.
tVhile it cannot hope to be ethnically exhaustive it can
obtain semantic properties of some lexemes used by both
the SE language of instruction' and ethnic—minority students.
The data derived from such research would point to the true
semantic distances between the relevant groups, which
would in turn indicate what sort of remedial teaching, if
any, would be required in specific school systems.
CHAPTER IV
SOCIAL CONTEXT AND STYLE
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Language cannot be fruitfully studied as an isolate.
It IS a phenomenon which is inherently cognitive and social
in nature. That a child eventually acquires the repertoire
and syntax of English rather than some other language means
that he inherits not only the phonetics, the grammar and
the words of English, but also the peculiar semantic
categories characteristic of English-speaking peoples.
Sapir described the social-cultural roots of language as
follows
;
It is of course true that in a certain
sense the individual is predestined to talk,
but that is due entirely to the circum-
stance that he is born not merely in
nature, but in the lap of a society that is
certain, reasonably certain, to lead him
to its traditions. Eliminate society and
there is every reason to believe that he
will learn to walk, if, indeed, he
survives at all. But it is just as certain
that he will never learn to talk, that is,
to communicate ideas according to the
traditional system of a particular society.
Or, again, remove the new-born individual
from the social environment into which he
has come and transplant him to an utterly
alien one. He will develop the art of walk-
ing in his new environment very much as
he would have developed it in the old.
But his speech will be completely at variance
with the speech of his native environment
.
Speech is a human activity that varies
without assignable limit as we pass from
social group to social group, because
it is a purely historical heritage of the
group, the product of long-continued
social usage. It varies as all creative
effort varies .... Speech is a non-instinctive.
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acquired, 'cultural' function. (1921
;
4 )
In culturally-diverse settings characteristic of many
areas in the United States, academic performance of ethnic
minorities is almost synonymous with failure. The failure
rate has been studied by educational psychologists and
recently by sociolinguists. There has developed a
considerable difference of opinion which can be seen in
some respects as a debate between the two disciplines. The
publication of articles in journals, and magazines such as
Atlantic and books such as Language and Poverty (Williams,
1970) have undoubtedly contributed to the debate. Since the
factors of style and social context are intimately involved
in the disagreement we will summarize them here.
William Labov sees the argument as being constituted
along the lines of disciplines. The educational psychologists
are, in his view, guilty of disastrous oversimplification.
He writes.
In the past decade, a great deal of federally
sponsored research has been devoted to
the educational problems of children in
ghettos. In order to account for the poor
performance of children in these schools,
educational psychologists have attempted to
discover what kind of disadvantage or defect
they are suffering from. The viewpoint
that has been widely accepted and used as
the basis for large scale intervention
programs is that the children show a cultural
deficit as a result of an impoverished
environment in their early years. Con-
siderable attention has been given to
language. In this area the deficit theory
appears as the concept of verbal depriva-
tion. Negro children from the ghetto area
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said to receive little vp»T-h^>i o 4-,- i
to hear very little weU-lo^ed'Lngi^ge^^aS'as a result are impoverished in their meansof verbal expression. They cannot speakcomplete sentences, do not know the namesof common objects, cannot form conceptrorconvey logical thoughts. ‘u cs
Unfortunately, these notions are based
work of educational psychologistswho know very little about language and evenless about Negro children. The concept ofverbal deprivation has no basis in socialreality, in fact, Negro children in theurban ghettos receive a great deal of
verbal stimulation, hear more well-formed
sentences than middle-class children, and
^ highly verbal culture.They have the same basic vocabulary, possessthe same capacity for conceptual learning,
and use the same logic as anyone else wholearns to speak and understand English. (1970a: 153- 4 )
Labov argues for the eradication of the verbal
deprivation "illusion" and for further research which will
show more clearly what relationships there are between Standard
English and its dialect variants.
One of the reasons the psychologist has consistently
misread the language situation in .the ghetto, according to
Labov, is that his research techniques have been inadequate.
He cites the following to illustrate the point.
Here, for example, is a complete interview
with a Negro boy, one of hundreds carried
on in a New York City school. The boy
enters a room where there is a large, friendly,
white interviewer, who puts on the table
in front of him a toy and says; 'Tell me
everything you can about this,' (The inter-
viewer's further remarks are in parentheses.)
[12 seconds of silence]
(V/hat V70uld you say it looks like?)
[8 seconds of silence]
A space ship.
[ 13 seconds of silence]
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Like a je-et,
[12 seconds of silence]
Like a plane,
[20 seconds of silence]
(What color is it?)
Orange [2 seconds] An' whi-ite.
[2 seconds] An' green.
[6 seconds of silence]
(An' what could you use it for?)
[8 seconds of silence]
A je-et.
[6 seconds of silence]
(If you had two of them, what
would you do with them?)
[6 seconds of silence]
Give one to some-body.
(Pimmm. who do you think would
like to have it?)
[10 seconds of silence]
Cla-rence.
(Where do you think we could get
another one of these?)
At the store,
(Oh ka-ayl) (1970a:157-8)
Labov indicates that the above represents data which
gives superficial credence to the linguistic deficit position
of such researchers as Carl Bereiter. "We have here the
same kind of defensive, monosyllabic behavior which is
reported in Bereiter 's work." (158)
The thrust of Labov 's objection is in two parts and
is illustrated by the above example. First, like the class-
room, this dialogue is an inappropriate social context in
which to retrieve information about linguistic competency.
The dominating authority using a direct confrontation
approach is threatening. Add to this the fact that the
interviewer, like the teacher, is speaking in a dialect which
is often strange to the child's ears, and one has an entirely
68
unfavorable climate in which to gather data. The child is
not free to interact and the interviewer is, in effect,
setting up conditions in which the child is constrained to
deliver simple responses. The questions are not open-ended,
allowing for elaboration. They are directing the child
to deliver individual lexemes or at most short descriptive
phrases.
The second aspect to Labov's objection is closely
related to these last observations. They have to do with
linguistic style. The vernacular of the ghetto is usually
considered inappropriate in the classroom and in formal inter-
views. Hence the stylistic features are not observed for
their logical or conceptual qualities. Instead, they are
consciously excluded from the school and are overtly or by
implication stereotyped as "bad language."
The linguistic difference theory espouses a fundamental
regard for the integrity 6f all languages and all dialects.
This position argues that no language or dialect is in-
herently inferior to any other. Based on the magnitude of
extant linguistic research into many of the languages of the
v/orld, this stands in the position of being a functional
premise. Labov started with the premise and began to search
through the language of black, inner-city students and,
after some initial difficulties, got some evidence which
seemed to support it.
He did this by changing the social context and by
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regarding stylistic features of the dialect as ads.issable
idence. The social-contextual components which he
altered were, so far as we can perceive, the interviewer,
the scope and type of the human context, the linguistic
'
code (dialect)
, the focus (subject matter discussed) and the
general atmosphere (from formal to informal). The inter-
viewer was black and was familiar with the neighborhood the
child was from. The human context was expanded; instead
of an interviewer-interviewee situation, a friend of the
Child was brought in. The interviewer spoke in the dialect
familiar to the child, including stylistic-vernacular features
which might be considered taboo in most interview situations.
Rather than demanding that the focus of the discussion proceed
in a strict linear progression, a free range of verbalizing
was encouraged, with the introduction of potato chips, a
picnic atmosphere was created, thereby allowing the child to
relax and to verbalize spontaneously. The modifications in
the social context produced the following conversation.
C.R. [interviewer]: is there anybody
who says your momma drink pee ?
(Leon: (rapidly and breathlessly) Yee-ah!
Greg: Yup!
(
Leon : And your father eat doo-doo for
breakfas ' ! " '
C.R.l Ohhhl ! (laughs)
Leon: And they say your father - your
father eat doo—doo for dinner I
Gregl when they sound on me, I say C.B.S.
C.R. : What that mean?
Leon: Congo booger-snatchl (laughs)
Greg: Congo booger-snatcher ! (laughs)
Greg: And sometimes I'll curse with B.B.
C.R. : What that?
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Greg: Black boyl (Leon crunching onpotato chips) Oh that's a M.B.B
M«B ,B « What's that?
Greg:
^ Merican Black Boy.
C. R, : Ohh.
,
,
Greg: Anyway, 'Mericans is same like
white people, right?
Leon: And they talk about Allah.
C.R. : Oh yeah?
Greg: Yeah.
C.R. : What they say about Allah?/Leon: Allah - Allah is God.
Greg: Allah —
C.R.: And what else?
Leon: I don' know the res'.
Greg: Allah i — Allah is God, Allah
is the only God, Allah...
Leon: Allah is the son of God.
Greg: But can he make magic?
Leon: Nope.
Greg: l know who can make magic.
C.R. : who can?
Leon: The God, the real one.
C.R. : who can make magic?
Greg: The son of po' — (C.R. : Hm?) I'm
saying the po'k chop God! He only a
po'k chop God! (Leon chuckles)
[F.N. The reference to the 'pork chop
God
I
condenses several concepts of black
nationalism current in the Harlem community,
A 'pork chop' is a Negro who has not lost
the traditional subservient ideology of the
South, who has no knowledge of himself in
Muslim terms, and the 'pork chop God'
would be the traditional God of Southern
Baptists.] (160)
In Labov's view, this dialogue shows that, allowing
for contextual shifts and stylistic variation, the black
dialect evidences syntactic consistency, logical coherence,
and conceptual competence.
The present formal school situation with its priority
on Standard English usage seems, in this view, an unfertile
ground on which to check the conceptual and communicative
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skills of non-standard English speakers. As Labov concludes,
"The social situation is the most powerful determinant of
verbal behavior
.. .and an adult must enter into the right
social relation with a child if he wants to find out what
a child can do. This is just what many teachers cannot
do." (163)
Indeed, it may be impossible for Standard English
speakers to do so. Research in the area is new, yet it is
not too soon to speculate on the possibility that different
dialects possess different kinds of social context which
complement the stylistic variations. There is no doubt
that in certain contexts speakers of different dialects will
be able to communicate. Further, there is little doubt that
some SE teachers have the ability to create environments
within the classroom which facilitate the communication
process to a larger degree than do other teachers.
To date, this ability has received the same kind of
gross description as the teaching function generally. The
"good" teacher, it is often remarked, is part artist, part
actor, as well as counselor and dispenser of information.
That nebulous range of behavior, the "artistic" aspect, often
is seen as making the difference between success and failure
as a teacher. And the impression is often created that it
is something the teacher either has or doesn't have, as
though it were a "gift."
Labov seems to fall prey to this easy distinction in
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the above cited passage ("...an adult must enter into the
right social relation with a child if he wants to find out
what a child can do. This is just what many teachers can-
not do.") There seems to be little evidence, except of the
more popular anecdotal form, that would indicate that even
the artistic SE teacher makes any significantly greater
contributxon than does the teacher with less dramatic flair
to dialeotically-different school children. Obviously the
teacher who is sensitive to the cultural distinctions and
communicates a sense of trust, encouragement and acceptance
to his students is, at the same time, establishing one of
the necessary conditions for genuine communication.
Yet such trust and acceptance are far from being
sufficient to cause communication that is ideal in a formal
academic setting. Ideal communication involves a kind of
stylistic parity between speakers and listeners. It seems
to be the case that communication between SE teacher and
black student breaks down in part because of the social
setting of the classroom. It is in this context that the
student's performance is measured by his ability to speak
and write not only SE but formal Standard English. It is
here that vernacular speech, with its idioms and slangs,
morphological, phonological and syntactic conformations, is
persistently viewed as inappropriate.
Even if it is the case that these stylistic features
do not indicate linguistic or cognitive deficiency, even if.
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as Labov states, they indicate wholly adequate, even intricate
patterns of logic, it is not enough merely to prove the
point. If the SE teacher cannot in effect translate the
stylistic features of the dialect to the point where he can
make judgments as to its logical cogency upon appearance in
the classroom, then he is forced to regard it as unacceptable.
The teacher here may wish to be impartial but, failing an
intimate knowledge of the stylistic features of the dialect,
will inevitably misjudge his students' verbal performance.
The only apparent alternative to this situation is to require
that the student master some of the stylistic features of
the formal language. To concentrate on the differences of
lexicon and syntax alone would prove inadequate.
Dell Hymes has indicated the need for an "ethnography
of speaking" which would make social context central to
semantic analysis. He writes, "In sum, description of
semantic habits depends upon contexts of use to define
relevant frames, sets of items, and dimensions of contrast.
Moreover, persons and groups may differ in the behavior
that is mediated by speech. Thus analysis of the role of
speech in cognitive behavior leads into analysis of the
ethnographic context of speech.
The same holds true for the role of speech
in expressive behavior. Of course there
is a cognitive aspect to expressive behavior,
insofar as it presupposes the sharing of a
code, so that semantic habits do not exhaust
the cognitive role of speech. Likewise,
there is an expressive aspect to the
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cognitive style of an individual orgroup, and in general, all speechphenomena can be interpreted by a hearer3.S expressive of a speaker. —
—
recenti; been systema-tized in a preliminary way under the headingof paralinguistics'
... .The main task ^
confronting paralinguistics is to determinethe import of the phenomena it has isolated
y further study of their contrastive
use in situations. in general, advancesin the analysis of the expressive role of
speech also leads into analysis of the
context. Among other anthro-pological concerns which lead into such
analyses, there is the aspect of culture
change involving programs of fundamental
education, concerned with literacy and
multilingualism. In introducing new usesfor indigenous forms of speech, and in
extending foreign forms of speech into
local contexts, the patterns and functions
of speaking on both sides needs to be analyzed,
so as to anticipate points of congruence
and conflict. (1962:20-1)
The method by which Hymes proposes to get at the
social factors underlying speech is what he calls a
"structural analysis." Such an approach is viewed as
involving"
.. .a scientific and moral commitment to the
inductive discovery of units, criteria, and patternings that
are valid in terms of the system itself." (22)
Hymes proposes that the stylistic features and their
contextual underpinnings be explored by, among other things,
looking for the lexical labels that name speech events. He
offers as examples "Sunday morning sermon, inaugural address,
pledge of allegience.
. .heart-to-heart talk, sales talk, talk
man-to-man, women-'-s talk, bull sessions, chat, and polite
conversation." (24) Then, having discovered the category.
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the researcher looks for its constituent features, what
forms of speech can be predicted in each instance and what
forms may be excluded.
This type of investigation seems to hold great
potential for the dialect confrontation setting of the
classroom. m order to understand the interaction that takes
place between SE teacher and dialect-speaking student, the
^®P®^toire available to the student must be
perceived. it is obvious to one who has taught in such
situations that the student has both a different perception
of acceptable verbal behavior and an array of verbal responses
which at times overlaps and at other times diverges from
that of the SE teacher. Appropriateness of behavior, verbal
or otherwise, must be seen as culturally oriented.
Following Hymes' suggestion to identify the lexical
labels that serve as categories of behavior, we might make
headway in distinguishing between student behavior that is
truly dysfunctional in the classroom and that which is
merely stylistic. To illustrate the possibilities of this
type of investigation, we might reflect on "jive talk," a
type of speech category, suitably labelled within the black
community. Under the label "jive talk" there is a
corresponding set of behaviors, some of which is defiant of
the SE teacher's expectations. The teacher who experiences
"jive talk" often feels himself at the mercy of it. It is a
form of expression which is alien to him and it is therefore
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of a threatening nature. A student engaging in jive talk may
be involved with a behavior roughly equivalent to the SE
category “putting someone on.” Thus he might exaggerate
about his personal accomplishments, or openly confront the
teacher and deliver indictments which call his behavior
into question, all the while intending no real malice
toward the listener. Yet unless the teacher sees this as
mere jive talk and a form of speech behavior endemic to the
culture of the student, he is likely to view it as falling
within another stylistic category, one available to all
teachers within dialectally-different settings, i.e., a
"confrontation.
”
Hymes indicates that the investigation of speech ought
initially to take place within the ethnic community. He
writes.
Such an approach cannot take linguistic form,
a given code, or speech itself, as a frame
of reference. It must take as context a
community, investigating its communicative
habits as a whole, so that any given use
of channel [the medium of communication
such as oral, written, whistling, etc.]
and code [the type of linguistic mode char-
acteristic of a specific community, some-
times used synonymously with 'dialect,'
'variety,' and 'vernacular'] takes its
place as but part of the resources upon
which the members of the community draw.
( 1964 : 3 )
By focusing on the ethnic community we can hope to
understand the rules governing linguistic style and context.
Hence it might be shown that inner-city school children have
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a different concept of the school and a different sense of
what constitutes appropriate verbal behavior. As it is now
we tend to view the classroom performances in a two-
dimensional focus, we perceive the interaction as simply
a matter of communication between teacher and students, of
the teacher establishing explicitly or by implication the
ground rules for performance. In a community in which face
to face confrontations between children and adults are
required by different rules of appropriateness, the context
of the classroom is likely to be one of differing expecta-
tions and contending stylistic constraints.
Hymes discusses the components which need to be
identified in studying the social features of speech. These
components involve aspects of speech which can be investigated
in any culture and they pertain to any utterance. They are
listed briefly as follows:
1. Speech Community, ("Defined as a community sharing
both rules for the conduct and interpretation of acts of
speech, and rules for the interpretation of at least one
common linguistic code") Hymes emphasizes here that "one
does not start with a code and look afterward to its context.
One starts with a social group and looks within it at the
codes present."
2. Speech field, ("Defined 'as the total range of
communities within which a person's knowledge of code
and speaking rules enables him to move.") Hymes indicates
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further that "within the speech field must be distinguished
the
-speech network,’ the specific linkages of persons
through code and speech rules across communities."
3. Speech Situation. The speech situation is a type
of activity recognized by the community as a distinct form
of behavior, e.g., fishing trip, sermon, meal,
4. Speech Event. ("...restricted to activities, or
aspects of activities, that are directly governed by rules
for the use of speech.") Speech events are actual utterances
made within the context of speech situations.
5. Speech Act. Hymes describes the sociolinguistic
feature as "...the minimal term of the set being discussed.”
He leaves some doubt about the meaning of this category,
that is, whether it ought to remain as a separate category;
it might, according to his definition, be a feature of the
speech situation. (1967:18-20)
Out of the above configuration, Hymes isolates
further sociolinguistic components of speech which deserve
consideration if utterances are to be understood in terms of
their cultural origins: Setting or Scene, Participants of
Personnel, Ends, Art Characteristics, Key, Instrumentalities,
Norms of Interaction and of Interpretation, and Genres. (20)
The above components, together with Hymes' insistence
that investigations proceed emically (in terms of the culture's
own perceptions)
,
provide a set of categories upon which to
establish research into problems confronting American
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education. It is unfortunately true that to date most
research into educational problems has proceeded via the
prevailing theories and techniques of specific disciplines.
Psychologists, linguists, sociologists and anthropologists
have been engaged for some time in analyzing the problems
of ethnicity and education, yet no discipline has as yet
raised a significant voice to confront it. Each discipline
has noticed significant portions of the problem and has on the
basis of its narrow perspective enunciated a position that
should bs takon by aducators.
Meanwhile, teachers in "culturally-impacted” areas
continue to teach classes which make little sense to their
students and use methods which fail to motivate them. Hymes
warns that investigations of communication
cannot simply take separate results from
linguistics, psychology, sociology, ethnology, ~
as given, and seek to correlate them, however
partially useful such work is. It [an
ethnography of speaking] must call attention
to the need for fresh kinds of data, to
the need to investigate directly the use
of language in contexts of situation so
as to discern patterns proper to speech
activity, patterns which escape separate
studies of grammar, of personality, of
religion, of kinship and the like, each
abstracting from the patterning of speech
activity as such into some other frame of
reference. (1964:2-3)
The problem of social class and language in relation
to the educational situation is given a different type of
treatment by Basil Bernstein. Bernstein has been associated
by Labov with the linguistic-deficit theorists. Because
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Bernstein resents the categorization and because he claims
to have found a set of contextual features of language that
relates to conceptual development, his position is included
here.
Bernstein offers two basic constructs around which he
orients much of his investigation. These are "restricted
code" and "elaborated code." According to Bernstein,
...the concept of code, as used here, refers
to the principle which regulates the selection
and organization of speech events. Two
fundamental types of linguistic codes may be
defined in terms of the relative ease or
difficulty of predicting the syntactic
alternatives which speakers take up to
organize meanings. If it is difficult to
predict across a representative range the
syntactic options or alternatives taken
up in the organization of speech, this form
of speech is called an elaborated code,.,.
By contrast, a restricted code is one
where it is much less difficult to predict,
across a representative range, the syntactic
alternatives, as these will be drawn from a
narrower range. Whereas there is flexi-
bility in the use of alternatives in hn
elaborated code, in the case of a restricted
code the syntactic organization is marked
by rigidity. Notice that these codes are
not defined in terms of vocabulary or lexical
selection, ... It is likely, however, that
the lexical differentiation of certain semantic
fields will be greater in the case of an
elaborated code, (1970:30-1)
Bernstein perceives the restricted and elaborated
codes as arising out of different social contexts. Using
middle-class and working-class children in England as his
points of reference, he indicates that "the social
structure becomes, , .the substratum of the child's
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experxence essentially through the manifold consequence
of the linguistic process. From this point of view, every
time the child speaks or listens, the social structure is
rexnforced in him and his social identity is shaped. The
social structure becomes the child's psychological reality
through the shaping of his acts of speech." ( 1970 : 30 )
Here we have an analysis of language based on factors
other than ethnic considerations. Bernstein's inferences
were initially British. The crucial variable was socio-
economic class, unencumbered by the racial and cultural
complexities of the American situation. His analysis
nevertheless proceeds along the lines of a cultural-
deprivation position. Accordingly, there are two classes
of individuals: those who are exposed to and adroit in the
use of language and who have verbal-conceptual proficiency
that leads to transcendent judgmental ability, and those who
by dint of their circumstances are both linguistically and
conceptually restricted.
It is not the intention of this paper to deny that
linguistic proficiency and cognitive proficiency are related.
In fact, it is central that such a question be given full
and fair examination. However, the Bernstein argument
often pleads its case via a social class route; that it does
so is significant since it validates his position among the
linguistic deprivation theorists. The weight of current
linguistic evidence simply prevents us from forming a
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deficit interpretation of academic performance, vmether
such a perspective arises out of racial, ethnic or social-
class comparisons, the linguistic research available shows
that, regardless of social or cultural origins, a person is
heir to a linguistic system that is as inherently
sophisticated and logically coherent as that inherited by
any other human being.
Bernstein fails to present data of the sort provided
by Labov, connected to a social context. in effect his
description of the lower-class "restricted code" gets at a
certain performance level without obtaining competence levels.
Bernstein contends that the restricted and elaborated codes
derive from social role systems and that "the relative
backwardness of many working-class children who live in areas
of high population density or in rural areas, may well be a
culturally induced backwardness transmitted by the linguistic
process." (1970:34) Yet he fails to convince us that he
has been able to view the verbal behavior of these children
without the inhibitory obstructions seen in the initial
Labovian interview cited above.
Bernstein strengthens his case considerably in his
account of "positional" and "person-oriented" families.
Briefly, in positional families,
the area of decision making is invested in
the member's formal status (father, mother,
grandfather, grandmother, age of child,
sex of child)
,
[Here role is determined
by status, interactions are formalized.
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and hence] we could expect that the parentswould closely regulate the child's relation-
ships with his age peers (if middle class)or that the child's relationship with hispeers would be relatively independent ofthe parents' regulation (if working class).Thus, in certain positional families the
socialization of the child might well bethrough his own age-mates. Positional
families, it is suggested, would give riseto a v/eak or closed communication system, ( 38 )
In person-oriented families.
the range of decision, modifications, andjudgments were a function of the psycho-
logical qualities of the person rather than
a function of formal status. in such fam-
iliss there is clearly a limit to the inter-
actions set by age development and status
ascription. Status ascriptions would be
reduced (age, sex relations) compared to
positional families. ,, .The behavior of the
child in his peer group would be subject
to discussion with parents rather than to
their legislation. Person-oriented families
would give rise to a strong or open
communication system. ( 38 - 9 )
There is nothing in this distinction that involves
economic class or ethnically-bounded segmentation. Presumably,
a positional family may be either working-class or middle-
class, inner-city or rural, black or white. Bernstein does
suggest a correlation between working-class status and a
certain frequency of positional families. The converse
correlation between middle-class status and frequency of
person-oriented families is also suggested. However, he
does not establish discrete social or cultural boundaries
for these constructs.
It might be argued that the mere suggestion of such
a correlation, in the absence of strong evidence, severely
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restricts the credibility of Bernstein's position. The
central difficulty in his position does seem to be in
the arbitrary designations and classifications which he
employs. Yet this criticism should not blind us to the
importance of stylistic and contextual variations. They do
exist. In some home environments children are encouraged to
^®^^3,lize at great length and in some they are not. There
little real evidence that the differences in these
environments conform in any meaningful way to social or
economic class. What remains to be shown is the effect
or correlation of style and context to cognition. Neither
"deprivation" or the "difference" positions has provided us
with an understanding of this feature of language.
The situation, according to Ilymes, figures importantly
in the verbal output. Yet what happens when the situation
itself is variously regarded? The SE teacher regards the
classroom as a situation in which SE morphology, syntax and
lexicon are employed. The middle-class child, being
familiar with both the linguistic structure and the notion
of the formality of the situation, reacts in accordance with
expected style. It is entirely possible, even probable,
that the student whose social realm is different from the
middle-class child views the classroom in different terms
entirely. His perception of the situation may be measured
in terms of his own ethnic experience. If, in terms of
this experience, he perceives the formal classroom as a
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place for exercising certain familiar rituals, e.g.,
expressing hostility, he will tend to do so within the
guidelines available to him.
The matter of the relation of style to context has yet
to be dealt with adequately, yet it remains as an important
matter in the teaching situation. it seems reasonable to
suggest that even as lexical items vary in their availability
from one ethnic group to another, so do elements of style.
If there is some disagreement between teacher and student as
to appropriateness of style in the context of the classroom,
it is likely because of predetermined perceptions of what
the classroom situation is.
Some black students flourish in the classroom; those
v7ho do tend to exhibit their proficiency linguistically. They
are able to command not only SE but its most formal style,
which gives them a kind of immediate access to higher social
status within the dominant community. Why it is that some
iridividuals have the ability to switch codes in appropriate
social contexts, and others of the same ethnic group do not,
is only part of the question.
The underlying aspect, and the least understood, re-
lates directly to the classroom: how to erase the stylistic
component of language as educationally important. How can
the teacher perceive the linguistic performance of his
students in such a way as to set it within the context of the
speaker? The answer to this line of inquiry would help us to
place the current failure of ethnic minorities into perspective.
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CHAPTER V
II4PLICATI0NS OF BIDIALECTISM FOR AMERICAN EDUCATION
This chapter is concerned most centrally with the
implications of the previous discussion to the problems of
dialect confrontation in education. The first part of the
chapter will involve a consideration of the relationship of
bilingualism to bidialectism. Taken as a totality, dis-
cussions on bidialectism tend to go beyond the separate
linguistic considerations offered in the earlier chapters.
It is often suggested that bilingual and bidialeotal
situations logically parallel each other and that the
findings in one area will have implications for the other.
We shall attempt to see whether and to what degree the
burgeoning literature in bilingualism does in fact apply
to bidialectal problems.
The second part of the chapter will discuss implica-
tions of the findings of the previous chapters to education.
Since the unknowns outweigh the knowns concerning dialect
confrontation in education, much of the discussion here will
suggest research directions.
The relationship of bilingualism to bidialectism.
The meaning of the bilingual situation in terms of those who
experience it is currently being explored by a growing
number of linguists. While bilingualism (or bidialectism) as
a specific inquiry encompasses a broad spectrum of interests
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and concerns, in this chapter „e shall examine some of the
literature on bilingualism which either discusses formal
education in America or can be related to it. m terms of
the total output of publications related to bilingualism,
that concerned with bidialectism and education constitutes a
very small proportion. It is noteworthy, however, that the
importance of this field is growing.
V7e shall begin our consideration of the current
literature by summarizing the idea of linguistic interference
formulated by Uriel Weinreich in Languages in Contact (1963)
.
According to Weinreich, a speaker of two languages, like a
speaker of two dialects; experiences a kind of competition
between alternative modes of expression. The resulting
phenomenon of interference is defined by Weinreich as "those
instances of deviation from the norms of either language
which occur in the speech of bilinguals as a result of their
familiarity with more than one language.
.. .The terra inter-
ference implies the rearrangement of patterns that result
from the introduction of foreign elements into the more
highly structured domains of language, such as the bulk of the
phonemic system, a large part of the morphology and syntax,
and some areas of the vocabulary (kinship, color, weather,
etc.)" (1)
Weinreich goes on to distinguish between interference
in speech and interference in language; the former is his
central concern. Language interference is the result of
88
speech interference which, "having frequently occurred in
the speech of individuals [has] become habitualized and
established." (11) m looking at the individual bilingual's
experience we are attempting to observe the perceptions of
that individual at the phonetic, lexical, stylistic,
grammatical and semantic levels of language. Further, in
observing speech behavior we would not be using the
traditional linguistic analysis where one would simply examine
texts to uncover examples of phonetic, lexical and syntactic
borrowing. Rather, we would attempt to capture evidence of
the individual speaker as he experiences the competing
influences of two languages or dialects in actual situations.
Weinreich points out the lack of any substantiable extant
methodology for getting at this dimension.
Much of VJeinreich's text deals with examples and
generalizations concerning interferences between specific
languages at each linguistic level, e.g., syntax and lexicon.
At times he seems to have abandoned his distinction between
language and speech interferences since he concentrates
on habitual, predictable patterns of, say, Yiddish-German
bilingual interference, rather than concerning himself with
the individual perceptual experience. Yet the notion of
interference is an extremely valuable one potentially. In
order to understand its potential value we must return to
and critically examine Weinreich's statement on the meaning
of interference relative to the two separate phenomena.
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language and dialect.
In the first chapter, Weinreich makes a statement which
would certainly be considered unimportant in terms of his
overall purposes. "For the purposes of the present study, it
is immaterial whether the two systems are 'languages,'
'dialects of the same language,' or 'varieties of the same
dialect.'" He continues, "the greater the difference between
the systems, i.e., the more numerous the mutually exclusive
forms and patterns in each, the greater is the learning
problem and the potential for interference,” (1)
While dialect differences are distinct from language
differences in important ways, we can agree with Weinreich
that valid dialect differences often function as though they
were language differences. However, the fact is that dialectal
interference may be a more significant factor in learning
than is language interference, Weinreich 's statement strongly
suggests that the amount of interference is at least roughly
proportional to the amount of difference. His structural
approach seems inadequate to explain how students confronted
with a totally new language can, after initial difficulties,
master the major forms of that new language while students
with only a dialect difference experience consistent
difficulty with the dominant language.
At this point, it would perhaps be helpful to
distinguish between purely linguistic interference, as
described by Weinreich, and what might be termed semantic
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interference, the confusion of meaning. There is the
suspicion that the greater the number of contrasts between
languages, the less semantic interference is likely to occur.
If a native speaker of English encounters a language in which
most of the syntactic rules are opposite those of English,
those rules will be readily perceived and therefore more
easily distinguished from those of the first language. The
interference problem, in terms of the potential bilingual,
occurs when the forms of the two languages or dialects present
a merging tendency. Forms that are similar, but not the
same, have a high potential for semantic confusion. Dialect
‘^iffs^snces do not correspond exactly to language differences
even though there are similarities. A dialect difference may
involve phonetic, syntactic, lexical and stylistic dis-
junctions. Yet the fact that a portion of speech is under-
standable by both dialect speakers means that there is an
existing framework of semantic overlap.
It is apparent to anyone familiar with a dialect
variant of his own language that semantic confusion results
from both the similarities and differences he must confront.
When a dialect speaker encounters lexical items with which he
is familiar, both phonetically and semantically, he is
inclined to interpret it according to the referents supplied
by his dialect. A Virgin Islander can say what sounds to the
SE speaker, "I am going to the library” when he intends
"I ain' going to the library." If an SE speaker hears a
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Caribbean Vincentian say "I am coming home just now" he is
thereby inclined to perceive the statement as a declaration
of intention in the present tense, for that is what his
experience in SE has stored up for him semantically. The
fact is, however, that the Vincentian is indicating a
deliberate postponement of intentions; "just now" in
Vincentian is phonetically and morphemically similar to an
SE expression but is semantically different. We are forced
to conclude by reason of countless numbers of such examples
that communication across dialects is obscured at every
linguistic level and that the amount, of semantic inter-
ference must be, in many cases, as great as that existing
between languages.
One who searches the literature for advice on how to
treat this phenomenon finds very little enlightenment. The
question of how to discover the effects of linguistic-
semantic mixing at any linguistic level resides persistently
outside the central concerns of linguistics and related
fields. Published studies in bilingualism which tend to
relate to this question often end up using instruments to
corroborate what has long been understood by laymen con-
fronted with actual diglossic situations.
We can gain some appreciation for the relative
discreteness of languages as opposed to dialects by observing
some of the questions asked by current researchers in bi-
lingualism, By way of illustration, Wallace Lambert, v/ho
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is concerned mainly with the English-French bilingual con-
frontation in Canada, asks "How is it that the bilingual is
able to gat© out' or in some fashion, set aside a whole
integrated linguistic system while functioning with a
second one, and a moment later, if the situation calls for
it, switch the process, activating the previously inactive
system and setting the previous one aside?" (1972:300)
Lambert then cites Weinreich, indicating that the latter
"...suggests that any comprehensive or useful theory of
bilingualism must account for this 'effectively separated use
of the two languages,' as well as for the interferences that
take place between the two languages." (300)
Students of dialect such as Einar Haugen and Dennis
Craig have demonstrated that the "gating out" phenomenon does
not very closely parallel the dialect situation. Haugen,
who has made a rather extensive survey of bidialectism in
both Norway and America, supports the conviction that there
is a mixing rather than a gating out process. He suggests
that "there is evidence. . .that when the dialects persisted
in close contact, there was present... a strong tendency
toward mutual modification of the most obvious peculiari-
ties." (1972:15-6)
Craig, who has conducted research in the Caribbean,
states that "A speaker aiming to produce a significantly
less familiar, but socially required, system of speech
usually produces a system intermediate between his most
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familiar one and the one aimed at.” (1971:372) Craig's
basic thesis is that actual interaction between dialects
produces the mixing. Children, being especially sensitive
to the social values placed upon speech performance, tend
to pick up linguistic forms demanded by specific situations.
Their expertise depends in large measure upon the length of
time in which they are exposed to a linguistic form.
One of the seminal contributions to the as yet
uncharted territory of bidialectism is the notion of
diglossia, provided by Charles Ferguson. Diglossia is a
phenomenon of sociolinguistic significance and indicates
the presence of "...two or more varieties of the same
language.
. .used by some speakers under different conditions."
(1971:1) While we do not accept Ferguson's construct in
its entirety, it does come close to the problem of bi-
dialectal confusion and interference.
Ferguson indicates that "...a striking feature of
diglossia is the existence of many paired items, one H one L,
referring to fairly common concepts frequently used in both
H and L, where the range of meaning of the two items is
roughly the same, and the use of one or the other immediately
stamps the utterance or written sequence as II or L."
(1971:13) While this is perhaps a useful linguistic device,
it is a little misleading as far as formal learning is
concerned. While there are many lexical items which may be
so paired, there is reason to believe that there are many
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which are not. And of those which are not, many are
crucial to formal education in America. Further, there is
need to examine the validity of Ferguson's conclusions in
light of the American situation. My study in St. Vincent
and St. Thomas leans tov/ard the conclusion that many of
the lexical items, when compared cross-culturally
,
are
significantly different semantically. it remains to be seen
whether lexical "equivalence" really exists. While Ferguson
may be correct in saying that every language has its
semantic equivalents, in dialect confrontations we have to
work with the possibility that sameness in morpho-phonetic
structure often accompanies difference in terms of semantic
structure. In fact, the semantic shift across dialects is
so prominent a feature that it should figure importantly in
analyzing diglossia.
Elsewhere Ferguson does make a statement which more
accurately reflects the diglossic confusion. He writes,
'•Every language probably has alternative forms or constructions
as well as synonyms v/hen the choice depends on style,
context, speed of utterance, and the like. But these
alternatives generally constitute a very small part of the
whole language. The mixed varieties in a case of diglossia,
on the other hand, involve exactly this kind of choice on
a large scale. The native speakers mix elements from H and
L in a highly variable way." (77) He suggests the need for
further research in order to understand the production of
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mixed utterances,
Craig, who has begun research on this problem, has
catalogued some of the aspects of interference experienced
by dxalect-speaking children. He suggests that Creole-
speaking children experience difficulty in handling the
competing linguistic (dialect) systems, especially since
they are able to recognize Standard English far better than
they can produce it.
U) The learner often fails to perceive
situaS^n!
(ii) The reinforcement of learning whichderives from the learner's satis-
faction at mastering a new element,
and knowing he has mastered it, is
minimal.
(iii) Because of the ease of shifting fromStandard English to Creole or other
Non-Standard speech and vice-versa,
the learner resists any attempt to
restrict his use of Standard English
patterns known to him in the teaching
situation. (1971:378)
The only exception to the above would be in the
third statement. It is not at all clear that such shifting
is a matter of "ease," even though in individual cases such
a statement would be valid. While linguistic performance
across dialects is certainly commonplace, such cross-
Performance exists for most students only in units
of speech, rarely sustained without strain for any length of
time.
There is no question that the relationship between
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bilingualism and bidialectism needs further exploration.
Any conclusion that the two phenomena are logically distinct
would be as erroneous as is the more frequent assertion that
the two are analogous at every point. it is a matter of
some urgency that we learn both the distinctions and the
parallels involved. As the research of bidialectism
Progresses, the true relationship will undoubtedly be
clarified. As is evident in the conclusion of this chapter,
there are pressing educational questions which hinge upon the
results of such research.
Implications of dialect variation for education in
America. In previous chapters it has been pointed out that
educational policy dealing with dialect-speaking students must
be based on sound research findings. The present body of
knowledge is inadequate, a situation that must be rectified
before the true nature of language and dialect difference, in
all its complexities, can be understood and utilized by
educators. In the conclusion of this chapter, we shall
suggest implications of dialect variation for education,
and areas in which further research is required for dealing
successfully with the problems imposed by these differences.
Syntax. As stated above, research has yet to provide
us with anything close to an educational program for dealing
with dialect differences; those inferences which we can
draw from existing knowledge are most tentative. Regarding
the acquisition of syntax, we need to know whether and to
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what extent the linkage process in childhood speech (e.g.,
telegraphic speech) is different across dialects, it seems
reasonable to assume that the linking process is an important
determinant of cognitive differences across dialect communities.
However, discussion concerning the exact nature and degree of
such differences will remain a matter of conjecture without
further research,
1^^ citing the example from Deese we notsd that middle—
class children at age two consistently place a modifier or
pivot word before the noun, e.g., "allgone boat." What
would be the significance cognitively if the inner-city
black child, using telegraphic speech, said "boat go" instead?
While the question may seem trivial, the example indicates
a transposition of word order and a tendency to use the
present tense, common to English based Creole speech.
If, as Fodor and Garrett have indicated, grammar
formalizes a speaker's information, there are further
questions. First, to what extent is the grammar of "adult
speech" influenced by the syntactic evolution of his earlier
years? Given the fact that the functor-contentive relation-
ship is in operation by the age of two, we must ask whether
by that age the pattern for organizing linguistic information
is permanently set. Does the acquisition of a linguistic
structure involve a substantively different way of ordering
perceptions from dialect to dialect? If so, what are the
specific stages most crucial to one's perceptual development?
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With this knowledge we would be better able to determine
educational policy dealing with pre-school children.
The central policy question in education regarding
the dialect confrontation is a two-fold value question.
It asks, should the integrity of individual dialects be
retained along with their corresponding cultural accouterments?
The counter-question is, should the standard form be given
official standing and, with its attendant cultural features,
be required of all American students? In order to establish
policy we need to know the real semantic distance between
dialects. We simply do not know whether black U.S. dialects
suffer from any real structural deficiencies relative to the
larger SE culture. V?e know that students whose main dialect
is different from SE will usually have difficulty in school
with such frequency as to make them the target of Upward
Bound and other compensatory programs to master the standard
form of English.
The fact that these attempts to standardize speech
competence are presently foundering means that we need to
ask where the rules governing minority students' perceptions
are located in the child's development. It may well be the
case that, if we choose to really standardize speech
performance and competence, education toward that end would
have to begin at about age two. It may well be inferred that
so-called remedial programs for the "culturally disadvantaged"
are doomed to failure if they start after the time when
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formal education, including programs such as Head Start, begins
Beyond the educational policy aspect of dialect
difference we are forced to reassert the Whorfian interest
in syntax. Our interest is drawn by the availability notion
which was raised in consideration of the lexical problem, if
Whorf's opponents will grant that availability of lexical
labels is an aid to memory, perception and learning, then it
seems logical to suspect that availability of grammatical
categories is equally influential on cognition. In con-
sidering the linguistic characteristics of a dialect we are
forced to notice that grammatical categories are as dis-
tinctly available as are lexical ones. Thus, if a dialect
variant of SE is dominated by a certain characteristic
(e.g., tendency tov;ard verbs in present tense, nominative-
objective case obliteration)
,
there must be an appropriate
effect on memory, perception and learning. The fact that in
SE there is a mandatory distinction between nominative and
objective cases and that in every utterance a specific tense
is required, means that coherence in SE depends rather
fundamentally on readily available syntactic rules. If the
specific lexical items figure importantly in the learning
process, how much more we should consider the available
rules which govern their relationships.
Research into the problem of availability has not
yet been applied to syntax. We do not know whether the
structural features of a linguistic community significantly
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affect the perceptions of its speakers; this is a prime area
for research. The importance of structural difference upon
actual perception and performance is not known, and must
be researched.
Lexicon. The lexical availability concept has strong
implications for formal education. This is especially relevant
to formal schooling where memorization of lexemes in
practically every subject-matter discipline is emphasized.
In reading courses vocabulary words are memorized; in history
courses events are named, along with .important political
figures, epochs and social trends; mathematics and science
demand memorization of a very precise nature. Regardless
of new methods of instruction which attempt to motivate
students toward involvement in the material, the mastery of
a subject still requires the ability to marshal data on demand.
The naming and labelling of things has existed so long
in education because it effectively assists the learner in
retrieving information. The notion that availability of
lexemes is an aid to recall, perception and learning only
strengthens the traditional emphasis. This is worth
mentioning if only because some educational innovators have
recently attempted to convince the public that any stress on
memorizing labels is pedagogically counter-productive. In
such criticism the method is confused with the educational
objective. The methods of traditional schools have indeed
been counter-productive insofar as they demanded memorization
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abstracted from the child's perceptual framework. The
forced memorization of material which, from the child's view,
is unrelated to his sense of what is important, has usually
caused more problems than it has solved
. Nevertheless
,
it
has important uses in education.
As is the case with syntax, the lexical level of
dialect difference can only be understood by further research.
It seems somewhat redundant to note here that the inner-city
black child fails to master his subject-matter and that the
reason is, in all likelihood, partially lexical in nature.
To the extent that he enters school with his own culturally -
reinforced repertoire and that it is systematized according
to ethnic patterns of value, habit and tradition, to that
extent it will be in competition with the lexical systems
of formal education.
We really have not begun to appreciate the semantic
distance between competing lexical systems. Entwistle's
study, cited above, verifies the need for dealing with
lexical paradigms of a cross-cultural nature. Psycho-
linguists have begun to enter this arena but their results
are only beginning to come in. It is certainly too early to
establish policy on the basis of their findings; however,
it is not too early for policy to take cognizance of the
whole range of ethnic differences that presently amount to
conflict between systems. As evidence of a linguistic
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nature comes into the picture, our understanding of minority
student's failures becomes more complete. Already it is
apparent that the failure rate reflects on the inadequacy of
formal education more than on the students' ethnic background.
Nowhere is this more apparent than at the lexical level
where individual items are differently perceived across
ethnic boundaries.
Context and Style. Since the development of the
progressive education movement, American educators have held
that the school should be a socializing agent. This belief
has by now assumed the status of an axiom. Socialization
has various meanings, but generally it suggests that the
school has as one of its fundamental obligations the task of
fitting the child for the world outside the classroom. That
it has failed to do so is apparent in the language of most
formal education. Schools do attempt to equip their
children with language skills, as part of their obligation,
but they are restricted skills. More precisly, they attempt
to socialize students to a langue as opposed to a parole
.
The former refers to a certain idealized notion of linguistic
correctness, while the latter refers to actual speech which
only roughly approximates the phonetic, grammatical, lexical
and stylistic features of the ideal. Further, it is evident
that the langue taught is usually a particular one, that
of scholarship.
It would seem obvious that if learning is to be really
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optimized it should admit the linguistic style of whatever
ethnic groups inhabit the schools. To superimpose a certain
preconceived notion of style on students denies them not only
the sense of integrity of their manner of expression, but
also denies them the possibility of exploring fields of
knowledge unless they are capable of acquiring a new
linguistic style. it would be considered folly at this time
to assert that, because of the contextual and stylistic
features of black dialect, its speakers are prohibited from
pursuing human knowledge. Yet by our insistence upon "proper"
behavior in the classroom we are tacitly deliver-
ing such a judgment.
In some respects the matter of style is the most
perplexing of all the linguistic elements discussed here.
Little attention lias yet been paid to the social context in
which "inappropriate" utterances so consistently arise. It
seems very, likely that students who persist in producing
unacceptable utterances do so either out of a desire to
draw attention to themselves or because they perceive the
classroom as a different sort of social situation requiring
different linguistic mannerisms than does the teacher. It is
likely that in many instances the stigma of academic
failure has resulted from differing perceptions of the
situation. What is needed is greater sensitivity of teachers
to the presence of style as separate from learning capacity.
Further, much research is needed to uncover the relationship
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of style to ethnicity.
Dialect. There are specific implications of our
study which have been raised many times before by other
students of language. The most relevant of these implications
concerns the very nature of dialect and how it is to be
treated by colleges of education. it is apparent that the
"black" dialect spoken in Brooklyn is not the same as that
spoken in rural Texas. The similarities and differences
have never been systematically studied and published, what
is needed is a commprehensive map of dialect regions which
gives account not only of the dominant dialect of these
regions but of all subgroups v/ithin the region.
At present, colleges of education are graduating
students who intend to teach in cultural areas quite apart
from those in which they have grov;n up. To claim to be able
to do this involves a certain presumptuousness unless such
individuals have at least a basic understanding of their
prospective student populations. Yet teachers continue to
encounter different ethnic groups without adequate knowledge
of the situation. The acquisition of linguistic and anthro-
pological skills and knowledge before the fact could serve
to both discourage those students who lack the intellectual
abilities fundamental to success, and encourage those who
have these abilities. It is difficult to conceive of any
real, long-term success as a teacher without a clear account
<
of the linguistic situation one is likely to encounter.
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Finally, we can draw one implication without attaching
a "further research need" qualifier. Our knowledge of
dialects is sufficiently clear on one point: dialects should
not be viewed normatively. With all the difficulty inherent
in adjusting to it, we must conclude that the "difference"
theory of language variation is closer to the truth than is
the deficit" theory. As we have said earlier, that does
not solve all our problems. The admission of difference will
in some ways be as serious a problem to the next generation
of educators as the "deprivation" theory is to the present
generation.
The present problem is one of compensatory or
remedial education. It revolves around the question of how
we bring minority children up to the level of their middle-
class SE peers, to achieve a situation of parity among
different ethnic groups. How is difference to be treated in
a value-neutral way? Restated, does not difference auto-
matically imply a superior-inferior polarity? This sort of
query involves both sociological and cognitive uncertainties.
The sociological interest is aroused because in most in-
stances of coexistent groups one tends to dominate the other.
The cognitive concern is how to viev; the semantic differences
that are likely to exist between dialects without making
the normative judgments about inherent inferiority or
superiority.
At present we can assert that ethnic minority
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students whose educational profiles fail to match the ideal
established by the schools are in a difficult situation.
Typically, the schools have viewed their function as one
of correcting the linguistic and other culturally-based
mistakes" of minorities. Beyond the hostility which in-
evitably results from this practice, it is stating the
obvious to say that setting up an institution which
contradicts the cultural framework of the :child is education-
ally counter-productive.
appropriate that we raise an educational issue
is related to the bidialectal picture in America and
illustrates the need for more research in the above-mentioned
areas. The issue is in part a matter of values in conflict.
Yet each position is lacking much in the way of bidialectal,
psycholinguistic information which could possibly bring the
matter to a level of greater coherence.
Dialect minorities and the dominant SE group in the
United States are internally divided as to whether formal
education ought to reflect the ethnic composition of the
area in which the school happens to be located. Those who
argue for such a notion make the following general assertions
1, The nation is a pluralistic one. Despite
"melting pot" claims it is undeniably true that we will
continue to be an ethnic polyglot for the forseeable future.
2. Denial of the above fact, within the area of
education, leads to suppression of ethnic pride and cultural
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identification.
3. Without a sense of ethnic identity, students will
be robbed of a positive self-image and will either reject
their ethnic heritage or become hostile toward efforts which
seek to superimpose an alien culture. In either case, the
psychological damage is manifested by educational failure
for most individuals.
The other position argues as follows;
1. While we are pluralistic, we are a nation of
sub-cultures, not intrinsically different cultures.
2. Without a deliberate attempt to bring the
disparate groups into harmony, the ethnic minorities v;ill
lose the opportunity to enter successfully into the socio-
economic mainstream of American life.
3. Harmony between groups and minority success
depends upon educational policy which emphasizes the language
and values of the dominant group.
If the above sketch of the debate were confined to
academic circles it v/ould perhaps not be important for our
consideration here. Yet it is a real issue at the school level
in many areas of the country at the present time. Linguisti-
cally, the argument translates to whether the dialect
variants of English ought to be systematically reinforced,
even become the languages of instruction. Proponents of the
diversity theme often suggest that the recent successes
enjoyed by bilingual instruction only enhance their own
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position. They cite examples where, as in Texas, Spanish
instruction and Mexican heritage studies coexist with
curricula in Standard English; the benefits in terms of
student academic performance and attitude are gratifying
to all concerned. (Abrahams and Troike, 1972) We have here
a case of extrapolation from language difference to dialect
difference; however, as discussed above, the two may well
differ as to the extent of semantic interference involved.
We have already observed some of the ways in which
bidialectism is different from bilingualism. We have used
the notion of interference and have indicated that the
confusion or "mixing" factor of bidialectism is in some
ways a more difficult problem to deal with than is bi-
lingualism. Wg have suggested that the confusion phenomenon
provides semantic and performance problems which are far
from being understood. If we consider that set of problems
and add to it the fact that dialect variations across the
country exist in profusion, we have complicated the picture
even further. We confess to a lack of sufficient data to
be able to judge whether such differences are substantial
or trivial; however, there is the question of hov; education
should respond to regional black dialect differences.
Obviously, if each group insisted upon the integrity of its
own dialect, the practical problems would be insurmountable.
The very fact that textbooks and teachers reflecting each
group's peculiarities would have to be acquired, would make
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such a proposal impossibly difficult.
There is still the possibility that there is enough
internal consistency v/ithin black English to warrant the
publication of instructional materials in that dialect, if
that proved to be possible, then we are left with two re-
maining problems, socio-political and semantic. it is
doubtful that the political leaders of the country are ready
to commit the resources necessary for establishing a Standard
Black English. It is also not likely that there would be
sufficient support for such a venture in the black community.
However, even if such a venture were possible, we would be
left with a less than satisfactory situation. We would have
a consolidation of ethnic communities which would make
semantic trouble for anyone wishing to cross socio-cultural-
economic lines, VJhile we are prepared to grant that current
remedial efforts to teach SE to minority students are
experiencing enormous difficulties, such difficulties do not
warrant the reverse conclusion, that the answer is in
ethnic and linguistic exclusiveness.
Economic success in America is still in part attendant
upon academic success. As long as that is the case, the
central problem is in creating a climate and a set of
techniques in which one's dialect is given its proper place
in education and the society, at the same time minimizing
the effects of semantic interference. For this to occur we
require a great deal more information than we have at the
present time.
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